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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Guapsronz, in the preface to the re-publication of 
his recent tracts, has given a statement of a case which 
is of great interest to lawyers. The facts, as stated by 
him, are (so far as they are material to our purpose) as 
follows: —‘‘ More than thirty years ago, X., a male 
British subject, was married to Y., in a foreign country, 
but under the provisions of an Act of Parliament, by the 
chaplain of the British Legation, in the house and in the 
presence of the british minister. Both professed the 
religion of the English Church, They lived together for 
more than a quarter of a century, and a family, the 
issue of the marriage, grew upto maturity. In the later 
years of this union the husband formed an adulterous 
eonnection with a foreign woman. After a period of 


place. In a short time he joined the Church of Rome; 
and, about four years ago, uuder the authority of certain 
Roman ecclesiastics, and in an English Roman Catholic 
chapel, he went through the form of marriage with his 
partner in guilt. He was subsequently informed by a 
higher functionary that he must obtain a judgment from 
Rome. He made application accordingly, and the judg- 
ment given was that the original marriage was null, and 
that the second so-called marriage, so far as appeared 
(dummodo nullum aliud obstet canonicum impedimentum), 
was valid. In the meantime, the injured wife had ap- 
plied to a court for the judicial establishment of 
her position. She was duly declared to be the 
lawful wife, and the bigamous husband admitted 
that she was such according to British Jaw.” 
This statement (we omit the less strictly legal outlines 
of the picture) is both too scanty and too full. To a 
lawyer, and eminently we should have thought to Mr. 
Gladstone, the creed of the parties is irrelevant. Juris- 
diction in matters of marriage regarded as a civil institu- 
tion, as in respect of every other civil institution, does 
hot depend on creed, but either on the nationality of the 
parties, or on the territorial law. To concede that 
ereed may affect the question, is to concede that the 
authorities of the creed may determine it. In this re- 
spect, therefore, the statement is too full. But it is also 
too scanty, because, though we are told the creed of the 
parties, we are only told the nationality of one of them, 
the nationality of both being equally important in a 
legal point of view. 

Mr. Gladstone, however, would probably say that this 
does not affect the substance of his statement, namely, 
that a marriage at least apparently valid, is not onl y dis- 
allowed and disregarded on their own authority by private 
ecclesiastics, which might be done by any merely vicious 
Person, but that it is formally declared null and void by 
®n ecclesiastical forwm which has no civil status em- 
powering it to entertain the question. If it should, in 
fact, appear that there is some body not endowed by the 
law of any State whatever with jurisdiction to entertain 
Mits, which affects by its own inherent authority to pro- 
hounce decisions upon the legal stutus of parties, it 











would be a serious matter, and its seriousness would be 
not less because its decisions were not recognized as of 
any legal validity by the States with whose laws they 
interfered. It is precisely the fact that such an 
authority would set up a hostile jurisdiction that would 
constitute the gravity of the case (see ante, p. 552). But 
if it should appear that some State committed its juris- 
diction as to certain matters to another authority, which 
it in effect treated as sovereign, or which it constituted 
quoad hoc its judicial power, and in pursuance of such 
a mandate, or in exercise of such a sovereignty, the 
decisions in question were pronounced, the issue would 
be shifted. The question would be what, in fact, was 
done; was a regular cause instituted in the courts of 
that State, and was it duly remitted to that authority ? 
Was a formal litigation carried through with appropriate 
forms? And last, and not least, had the State itself 
under the circumstances jurisdiction to entertain the 
suit ? All these are matters which it is important to 
know; and the aspect of the case is at present such that 
the fullest particulars ought to be communicated. With- 
out these no right judgment can be formed on the case; 
though as it stands it must be admitted to have the ap- 
pearance of an irregular and illegal proceeding, and to 
show the crime of bigamy to have been committed by 
one of the parties concerned, and others to have wilfully 
aided and abetted him in it. 

The Pall Mail Gazette, with an address in missing 
the point which is not at all unusual, observes upon 
Mr. Gladstone’s statement, by way of explanation, 
that the Church of Rome claims the right to re- 
view the marriages of “new converts,” a statement 
which is supposed to be warranted by “Van Espen.” 
It does not need “ Van Espen” to tell us that there 


: ; is laim on the part of the Roman Church to re- 
much patience on the part of the wife, a separation took | peor cee er x 


view marriages, a claim, however, which is no more 


} applicable to new converts than to old disciples. But 


the point is not whether such claims exist, which 


| everyone long ago knew, but whether such claims are 


practically enforced, which is the point rational persons 
chiefly care to consider. 





Tue IncorrorateD Counem of Law Reporting for 
England and Wales have issued a prospectus on opening 
heir subscription list for 1875, which is, in many 
respects, a rather remarkable document. Beginning with 
the announcement that the important changes made by 
the Judicature Acts have induced the council to wind up 
the current series of the Zaw Reports with the present 
year, 1875, and to commence a new issue with the year 
1876, the prospectus proceeds to unfold the arrangement 
of “ the plan of reporting under the new legislation.” The 
plan, when unfolded, seems to be to go on very mach as 
before. The reports of the Ist or Chancery Division are 
to be kept separate ; so are the reports of the 5th Division, 
which embraces the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
business; and, “as each of the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Divi- 
sions, that is to say, the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, 
and Exchequer Divisions, has exclusive jurisdiction 
given it over certain branches of business, and as each 
division will furnish matter enough for one volume of 
reports a year,” there are to be separate volumes for each 
of these divisions. So far, the plan has not developed any 
very striking novelty, but we now come toa slight change 
in the old arrangement. In the words of the prospectus, 
“the whole of the intermediate appeals will be distrib- 
uted among the volumes of the courts of first instance 
upon a uniform plan, and there will be no separate 
volume of reports in respect of her Majesty's Interme- 
diate Court of Appeal.” In other words, the council 
have determined to adopt the method now practised by 
them with respect to the Exchequer Chamber cases, 
and not that applied to the decisions of the Court 
of Appeal in Chancery. This determination is not 
without its drawbacks, as it will be impossible to 
tell from the reference of a case whether it bears 
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the stamp of the Court of Appeal, or is merely a 
decision of a court of first instance. In order to avoid 
the clumsy system of odd parts, the Crown Cases Re- 
served are to go into the Queen’s Bench Division, and 
one volume, to be cited under the appropriate style of 
“ Misc. Div.” (i.e. Miscellaneous Division), is to comprise 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty cases, the Ecclesiastical 
cases in the Court of Arches, and the Admiralty and 
Ecclesiastical appeals to the Privy Council. The Bank- 
ruptcy cases are to be mixed with the cases in the 
Chancery Division. ‘As the appellate jurisdictions of 
the Privy Council and the House of Lords are to be con- 
tinued for the present, the reports of the cases before 
those tribunals will be published as hitherto,” with this 
alteration, that the Privy Council cases (except, we sup- 
pose, those to be given in the “ Misc. Div.’’), the English, 
Scotch, and Irish appeals, and the Divorce appeals, are 
all to be crammed into the same volume. These changes 
may do away with the nuisance of odd parts, but the 
removal of this nuisance will be dearly bought by the 
majority of practitioners who never find it necessary to 
consider Scotch or Divorce appeals and very rarely Privy 
Council cases. The prospectus concludes with an inti- 
mation that a consolidated digest of the Law Reports 
down to the end of 1875 will be issued in 1876 which, 
unlike the digests which the subscribers had grown accus- 
tomed to expect, will not be supplied to them without 
payment. As a whole the prospectus seems to us a 
lengthy and stilted document, and one constructed on the 
principle of ‘‘ In the name of the prophet—figs.” 





A CASE RECENTLY decided at Manchester by the Vice- 
Chancellor of the Lancaster Chancery Court has been 
made the occasion of a good deal of newspaper writing, 
which appears to us to be a very fair inauguration of the 
silly season. We print in another column a report of 
the case, condensed from the Manchester Guardian, and 
limited to the only point actually decided by the judge. 
From this report it will be seen that the question was, 
whether a landau, pair of horses, and harness, bought 
by a husband as a birthday gift for his wife, and given 
to her, and always spoken of in the family as being the 
wife’s, were her separate property, so as to entitle her to 
prevent the husband from selling them after she had ob- 
tained a decree nisi for adivorce. That a husband can 
constitute himself a trustee for his wife with respect to 
articles given to her by himself is well settled, and it is 
equally well settled that no writing is necessary for the 
purpose, nor any particular or technical form of words. 
The whole question, therefore, in such cases is merely 
one of evidence; and all the court has to consider is 
whether the husband’s expressions and conduct show 
that the articles were intended to be the wife’s and the 
wife’s only. ‘The point is well illustrated by the case of 
Grant v. Grant (13 W. R. 1057, 34 Beav. 623), where the 
late Master of the Rolls, in a suit instituted by a widow 
against her deceased husband’s executor, held that the 
plaintiff had made out her claim to divers statuettes, 
engravings, &c,, given to her at various times by her 
husband during the coverture. No doubt in the case of 
such articles as a carriage and horses, which require to 
be kept up at a considerable expense, and, as in the re- 
cent case where the wife had no separate income, neces- 
sarily at the expense of the husband, and which form, as 
it were, an integral portion of the joint establishment, 
the amount of evidence required to establish the separate 
property must be greater than in the case of a statuette 
ora picture. A husband might well speak of giving his 
wife a carriage and pair when he meant only to provide 
one for her use as his wife, whereas he could hardly 
mean anything but an absolute gift when he spoke of a 
picture as having been given by him to his wife. But this 
remark only relates to the quantum of the evidence, and 
having regard to the facts deposed to in the Manchester 
case we are not inclined to question the correctness of 


WE PRINTED last week a little correspondence in the 
style of the “ retort courteous” and the “ quip modest,” 
between Mr. Townshend Mainwaring, a Denbighshire 
magistrate, and the Lord Chief Justice of the Common 
Pleas. It appears from a local paper that the remarks 
which gave offence to Mr. Mainwaring were made duri 
the progress of a case against two of his colleagues who, 
as the jury found, had laid themselves open to an aetion 
by a decision pronounced by them as magistrates. These 
remarks Mr. Mainwaring, and apparently at first most of 
his colleagues, either through misapprehension or elsg 
actuated by a noble feeling of fraternity, appropriated 
to the whole body of the county magistrates. Soon 
afterwards, however, as appears from a letter since 
written by Mr. Watkin Williams, most of them, and 
perhaps all except Mr. Mainwaring, were set right by 
the obvious explanation given by the judge himself, that 
his remarks were intended only to apply to the two de. 
fendants in the action before him. We should not have 
referred to this matter, which we hope may now be al. 
lowed to drop, if it were not for the feeling which we 
have heard expressed in many quarters that the party to 
the correspondence who could afford to show some mag. 
nanimity towards a gentleman evidently labouring under 
an annoying misapprehension, did not take advantage of 
the opportunity thus presented tohim. A chief of one of 
the great courts of this country plays his part on a large 
stage and in a vast theatre, and, although no doubt the 
part has been filled by those to whose mental stature 
the cothurnus would have been a superfluity, yet its use 
should not be disdained whenever it would add force 
and dignity to the performance. 








WE HAVE FREQUENTLY remarked on the abuses caused 
by the control of bankruptcy proceedings being assumed 
by accountants and other unprofessional agents, our re- 
marks having been made, not merely in the interests of 
the legal profession, but in those of the public at large. 
If what we have said on the subject from time to time 
needed any corroboration, it has been more than sup- 
plied by what took place the other day before Mr. Jus. 
tice Quain, at the Bristol Assizes, on the occasion of the 
trial of a liquidating debtor for offences under the Act of 
1869. ‘That the whole affairs in bankruptcy,” said the 
learned judge, “should be taken out of the hands of 
solicitors—a respectable body, subject to the control of 
the court—and handed over to an ignorant set of mer 
called accountants was one of the grossest abuses, in 
his opinion, ever introduced into the law;” the foreman 
of the'jury adding “ that the jury concurred in every re- 
mark which had fallen from his lordship with respect to 
the present system which obtains under the Bankruptcy 
Act.” 





WE Anz AuTHORIZzED by the Incorporated Law Society 
to state that the Examiners will not examine in Novem- 
ber, 1875, in matters under the Judicature Act. Papers 
will be set on the principles of common law and equity, 
and on the principles and application of the law of real 
property and conveyancing, and also in bankruptcy and 
criminal law. 








A suit just decided before the Court of Appeal im Paris 
disclosed an embarrassing position in which shareholders in 
foreign companies may be placed, A Paris banker having 
claims on the Portuguese Credit Foncier, made an attach- 
ment on certain proprietors in Paris for the amount of in- 
stalments due on their shares. As, however, the statutes 
of the company authorized the board of directors to sell on 
the Bourse of Lisbon all shares on which the calls had not 
been paid within the stipulated time, some of the share- 
holders, to avoid being ‘‘executed,’’ paid the calls to the 
company, in defiance of the opposition signified to them by 
the French creditor. The Paris Civil Court, in consequence, 
condemned them to pay the amount a second time, 





the learned Vice-Chancellor’s decision, 


that judgment has just been confirmed on appeal. 
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MEASURE OF DAMAGES ON CONTRACT 
OF SALE. 


We cannot feel that the recent case of Hinde v. Liddell 
(23 W. R. 650, L. R. 10 Q. B. 265) is entirely satisfac- 
tory. The plaintiff had ordered goods of the defendant 
“for shipment,” being himself under contract for their 
supply toa third person, a fact not communicated to 
the defendant. The goods (grey shirtings) were of a 
kind only manufactured to order, and the defendant, too 
late to allow of a fresh order being executed elsewhere 
the date fixed for delivery, informed the plaintiff that 
he could not carry out his contract. Thereupon the 
intiff, in order to fulfil his contract with his own 
urchaser, bought other goods, better and dearer, but 
the nearest that could be got, and delivered them to his 
purchaser, receiving only the original contract price. 
The question was whether he could recover from the de- 
fendant the extra price which he had thus paid and lost. 
It was held that he could, but the reasoning on which 
the judgment proceeds is inconsistent and unsatis. 


The fact that the plaintiff was himself under a con- 
tract was not communicated to the defendant, and the 
statement that the goods were for shipment certainly 
contained no such information ; the plaintiff might just 
aswell have intended to ship them himself. Clearly, 
therefore, any damage which he suffered merely by 
reason of such contract could not have been recovered. 
And it follows that any course which he took for the 
purpose of avoiding such a loss, and rendered necessary 
only by that necessity, could not any the more render 
the defendant liable for the loss so caused. Yet Cock- 
burn, C.J., says, ‘The course which the plaintiff pur- 
sued was right and reasonable; he would have had to 
pay larger damages had he not fulfilled his contract, and 
80 by giving this advance of price he did what was the 
bet for all parties.” That it was reasonable in his own 
interest is true; but the question is what the defendant 
had to do with the damages which the plaintiff would have 
had to pay, or with the reasonableness of a course rendered 
necessary only by a contract to which the defendant was 
no party, and of which he had no notice (see Baxen- 
dalev. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company, 
23W. R. 167, L. R. 10 Ex. 35). Whether it was 
“best for all parties”? depends on whether the defendant 
was interested in diminishing a loss to the plaintiff 
which was caused only by that collateral contract. 

Blackburn, J., on the other. hand, expressly saying, 
“We do not decide anything as to what the effect of a 
notice of the plaintiff's sub-contract might have been,” 
bases his judgment entirely on the consideration that the 
goods were not such as could be supplied by the market, 
and quotes from hisown judgment in Die Elbinger Actien- 
Gesellschafftv. .4rmstrong (23 W. R. 127, L. R.9 Q.B.473), 
which case has no direct bearing on the present one, a long 
passage merely directed to showing by various citations 
and authorities that, where there is no market price, it does 
not follow that the damages for non-delivery will be 
nominal ; a proposition which admits of no dispute. But 
the question was not whether the damages must neces- 
sarily be nominal, but whether the damages claimed 
flowed as a proximate consequence from the breach; and 
no argument on this point is presented to us. In the 
course of the argument, indeed, the learned judge had 
Compared the case to that of a passenger whom the 
carrier failed to carry to a given place, and who was en- 
titled to take such conveyance thither as he could, and 
to recover the cost. But this is an obvious fallacy. The 
passenger is no better off for being carried otherwise than 
by the carrier who had agreed to take him; probably he 
is worse off by so much loss of time and convenience ; 
but, at any rate, he has only got by other means that 

the carrier undertook to provide for him, that is, 

own arrival ata particular place. But in the case in 
Question the plaintiff had got something different from and 
than that which he had bargained for. Presumably, 





therefore, if he had been his own master, he would have 
been better off by the difference; that is, for his extra 
price he would have got extra worth, and could have 
realised the extra value and so covered his extra expendi- 
ture. That which prevented him from doing so was un- 
questionably the contract by which he had bound himself 
to deliver; and this contract was unknown to the defend- 

ant. In what respect would the consequences have been 

different if the contract had been notified to the defend- 

ant? Yet the learned judge puts aside that assumption, 

on which more logically, but contrary to the facts, Cock- 

burn, C.J., in effect relies. 

Lastly (for Mellor, J., merely expressed his concurrence 
with the two inconsistent judgments already delivered), 
Field, J., by way of argument, merely recapitulates the 
facts. He adds, indeed, that the defendant knew the goods 
were for shipment ; but it did not appear that the defend. 
ant knew what market the goods were to be shipped to, or 
that, if he did, it was known to him, or was the fact, that 
no higher prices could be realized there for goods of the 
better kind than the current prices for goods of the exact 
kind contracted for. The strangest part of this judg- 
ment, however, is that in which the learned judge 
expressed himself as follows:—“If the plaintiff had 
derived any benefit from the advance in price, I should 
hesitate before I said he could recover the whole of the 
difference.” Surely a very extraordinary hesitation; a 
hesitation whether, under the head of damages—that is, 
compensation for the loss caused by breach of a contract 
—the plaintiff could recover a profit! 

Upon the whole, it is impossible to feel satisfied with 
the course of reasoning followed in this case; andin 
considering it the question persistently recurs, whether 
the damage could have been in any way different if the 
contract had been communicated to the defendant, and 
whether, in fact, the loss claimed for did not directly 
follow from the circumstance that the plaintiff was him- 
self under an obligation to deliver. 








COVENANTS TO PAY RATES AND TAXES. 


Atmost every lease contains a covenant by the lessee 
to pay all rates, taxes, assessments, &c., on the demised 
premises. There have been a considerable number of 
decisions on differently worded covenants with relation 
to various kinds of charges and assessments; but there 
is nothing very remarkable about any of these decisions 
except one. In most cases it is a mere question of 
construction whether the particular matter against which 
the landlord sues for indemnity is fairly included in the 
description of burthens which the tenant covenants to 
bear. There can be little doubt that the object of the 
landlord in the great majority of cases is to free himself 
from all responsibilities and charges which may arise in 
respect of the premises during the lease. But it must 
occasionally happen that the words used are not 
sufficient to cover a charge of a kind not specifically in 
contemplation at the time of the demise. 

As we have already said, there is one very remarkable 
case on the subject, namely, Tidswell v. Whitworth (15 
W. R. 427, L.R. 20. P. 326). The facts of that case were 
as follows :—By the Manchester Improvement Act, 1851, 
the council were empowered to order certain streets to be 
sewered and paved by the owners of the adjoining pre- 
mises, and, in case of neglect or omission by such owners, 
to do the work themselves and charge the owners with 
their proportionate sharesof the expenses to be recoverable 
by action of debt, &c. By way of additional remedy, the 
council were empowered to obtain payment by distrain- 
ing on the occupier, and such occupier might deduct any 
such payment from his rent. The plaintiff demised 
premises in Manchester to the defendant for seven years at 
the clear yearly rent of £90, the defendant covenanting to 
“ pay and discharge all taxes, rates, assessments, and ime 
positions whatsoever (except property tax) which, during 
the term, should become payable in respect of the 
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demised premises.” The council gave notice to have the 
street, in which the premises were, sewered and paved; 
and the plaintiff neglecting to do the work, the council 
caused it to be done, and charged the plainté#ff his 
proportionate part. The court held that the payment 
having been made by the plaintiff, not for a rate, assess- 
ment, or imposition which had become payable in 
respect of the demised premises, but for the breach of a 
duty imposed upon him by the Act of Parliament, he 
was not entitled to call on the defendant under his 
covenant to repay it. 

This decision is not satisfactory, because it turns upon 
a technical and not a substantial distinction. In Acts of 
Parliament of this nature, that is, improvement Acts or 
local Acts of town government, the object of machinery 
such as was contained in the Manchester Act is not the 
ascertaining on whom the charge or duty of providing 
sanitary or other requisites for premises ought in justice 
to fall. As far as the Act is concerned, its principal 
object is to get the requisite work done, and to obtain 
the expenses from some one connected with the premises, 
It is much more convenient in many cases to charge the 
owner as being the most responsible person, and also as 
interested in a larger portion of the premises in ques- 
tion. Many tenements are inhabited by several occu- 
piers of a poor and fluctuating description, whereas 
owners frequently own several houses or even a large 
part of a street. It is, moreover, obviously proper to 
throw the charge of structural improvements on the 
owner in the first instance. But it never can be meant 
that the charging of the duty on the landlord as between 
himself and the public, should affect the construction of 
the terms of a bargain between the landlord and the 
tenant. In fact, the intention of such Acts is that the 
expenses shall be a charge on the premises, which, 
prima facie, and in the absence of express stipula- 
tion between landlord and tenant, is tofall on the landlord. 
As to the ratio decidendi in Tidswell v. Whitworth, it 
seems to us to be a straining of the effect of what is 
principally mere machinery, to say that because techni- 
cally the landlord is in default under the Act, therefore 
the charge arose from his breach of duty, and not from 
an assessment made in respect of the demised premises. 
Suppose, as we believe is the case in the Metropolitan 
Management Acts, no option had been given to the 
owners to do the work themselves, but it had merely 
been provided that the local authority might do them 
and apportion the expenses among the owners: clearly 
in that case the expenses so apportioned would have been 
within the covenant. Now, can it, in common sense, 
make all the difference that, as a mere matter of 
machinery, an owner under the particular local Act is 
given the option of doing the work himself, instead of 
allowing the authority to do it and charge him with the 
expenses? The case above suggested did actually arise 
in Thompson v. Lapworth (16 W. R. 312, L. R. 3 C. P. 
149), where the words were, “all taxes, rates, duties, and 
assessments whatsoever, which, during the continuance 
of the demise, shall be taxed, assessed, or imposed on 
the tenant or landlord of the premises demised in respect 
thereof,” and the charge in question was a charge for 
paving expenses under the Metropolis Management Act. 
The distinction taken by the court in holding that the 
charge came within the covenant is that above suggested, 
namely, that the landlord not being directed by the Act 
to do the works, the charge was not one arising by his 
default, but was a “ duty’’ or “ assessment,” assessed or 
imposed upon the owner in respect of the premises, 
within the meaning of the covenant. 

We cannot think that the two cases of Thompson v. 
Lapworth and Tidswell v. Whitworth can really stand 
together. By our legal system a previous decision is 
binding on a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction ; and this 
is the frequent cause of what, if the rule were otherwise, 
would be great disingenuousness on the part of our 
judges, for it constantly happens that judges, professing 
to agree with and be bound by a previous decision, dis- 





tinguish it by immaterial distinctions. We showy 
characterize the observations of the judges in i, 
Common Pleas in 7'hompson v. Lapworth as an obstinat, 
refusal to admit what they could not help feeling i 
their hearts, namely, that they had made a mistake jy 
Tidswell v. Whitworth, but for the fact that it is, 
feature of our judicial system that a previous case canng} 
be professedly overruled except by a higher court, though 
it may be evaded. Mr. Justice Brett recently asked jy 
Westminster Hall whether Tidswell v. Whitworth wy 
not a case that was destined to be distinguished as often 
as it was cited. There it stands, however, in the books, 
and we fear that if exactly the same circumstances arog 
again it would have to be followed. A curious con. 
fusion might arise if a similar question occurred unde 
the 69th section of the Public Health Act, 1848 (11 & 
Vict. c. 63), which enables the local board to give notice 
to pave either to owners or occupiers and provides that 
in default the work may be done by the local board anj 
the expenses charged to the owners. Here it would ap. 
pear, according to Zidswell v. Whitworth, that the ony 
of liability under the covenant might be shifted accord. 
ing as the local board thought it more convenient to give 
notice to owners or occupiers to do the work. This 
surely is another absurd result of the decision. 

The true error in Tidswell v. Whitworth seems tp 
have originated from a seductive fallacy in the use of 
the terms “ breach of duty on the landlord’s part.” It 
is not really a case of breach of duty on the landlord's 
part not to do the work; the proper way of putting it 
is that there is an option given him to do the work him 
self if he prefers it. The judges seem to have been 
overcome by the argument that if the landlord had done 
it himself, as by the statute he ought to have done, he 
could not have recovered the cost from his tenant, because 
clearly that would not have been an assessment under 
the covenant, That must be granted, but looking to the 
true substance of the thing the argument has no weight 
whatever. The sting of it all lies in the assumption that 
the owner ought to have done the work; whereas if 
the owner prefers not to do the work but to leave it to 
be done by the local authority, and pays for it when 
done, he has neglected no duty imposed by the statute, 
and been guilty of no default. On the whole it appears 
tous that Tidswell v. Whitworth broke in upon a long 
line of decisions, on the strength of an immaterial dis 
tinction. It is one of those cases that sorely exercise 
the minds of lawyers, namely, cases which they cannot 
help feeling to be wrong in principle, yet still are 
bound to regard as authorities entitled to some weight and 
consideration. 








At a meeting of the Middlesex magistrates on Thursday 
last, a discussion took place on the practice of adjourning 
the criminal sessions over Thursdays and Saturdays, the 
opinion of some of the members present appearing to be 
that the assistant judge ought to sit every day until the 


calendar was gone through. The matter was ultimately 
referred to a committee with a direction to report to the 
court at the County day of the October Sessions. 


The following story of Andalusian justice qudted by the 
Times, in a review of a recent work called ‘¢ Untrodden 
Spain,” is amusing, but we are inclined to believe the 
strong denials of its accuracy which its appearance in the 
Times immediately called forth from persons well acquainted 
with Spain :—‘ A lawyer in my own pueblo was, according 
to an old and barbarous law, condemned to have his right 
hand cut off for forgery. He escaped, being a man of prop 
erty, by paying a bribe of £500 to the judge for the time 
being ; another judge soon succeeded the first, and finding 
the sentence still recorded and seeing the man walking 
about with two hands, he proceeded to order execution. Ine 
poor lawyer drew out another £500, and was free, but the 
sentence still stood recorded. Judge succeeded to judg’ 
and each in his turn accepted the bribe. The lawyer's 
whole capital is now gone in bribes, and when the 
judge comes next year he will most surely lose the longs 
fought-for right hand, This story is fact.” 
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Recent Decisions. 
COMMON LAW. 


CoNSIDERATION FOR CHEQUE. 
Currie and others v. Misa, Ex.Ch., 23 W. R. 450, L. RB. 
10 Ex. 153. 


As this case is on its way to the House of Lords, the 
important question raised in it cannot be considered as 
yet finally settled, the more so as the point on which it 
was decided in the Exchequer Chamber was not that 
which governed the decision of the Court of Exchequer, 
and as Lord Coleridge recorded his dissent from the 
judgment of affirmance. The short point is, whether a 
creditor, receiving from his debtor the cheque of a third 

son, given for a consideration which wholly fails, is a 
holder for value. That he would be so if, instead of a 
cheque payable on demand, he received an ordinary bill 
of exchange, was conceded; but it was contended for 
the defendant that this was only on the ground that, by 
taking the bill, credit was given for the period of its 
currency, & reason it was said not applicable to a cheque 
payable on demand. The majority of the court, with. 
out conceding that the customary day’s delay in cashing 
acheque did not constitute such a consideration as to 
bring it within the reason of the rule, based their judg- 
ment on the view that payment by a bill is conditional 
payment, which becomes absolute on its being duly met, 
and is only defeated by its dishonour; and that payment 
bya cheque is the same in this respect. We must con- 
fess that we do not see any answer to this reasoning, and 
lord Coleridge’s judgment seems inconsistent with that 
quality of negotiability which has long since been recog- 
nized as belonging to cheques. 





Stature or Fravps—AGent To Siren, 

Murphy v. Boese, Ex., 23 W. R. 474, L, R. 10 Ex. 126. 

This case may be best described as a refusal to follow 
Durrell v. Evans (10 W. R. 665, 1H. & C. 174), in the 
Exchequer Chamber. It must be conceded that that 
case was an extreme one, and to say so, if the words are 
used in a strict sense, is to admit that any degree less of 
evidence of agency to sign on the buyer’s behalf than ex- 
istedin that case will be insufficient. And certainly theevi- 
dence here was less only by the very smallest degree ; the 
difference being that in Durrell v. Evans the plaintiff's 
factor, having drawn up the memorandum of the contract 
in duplicate and handed one copy to the defendant, the 
defendant required and obtained an alteration of the 
date; and that here, the plaintiff's traveller, having 
drawn up a memorandum in duplicate and handed one 
copy to the defendant, the defendant, finding it accurate, 
did not require any alteration. The court held in fact 
that in Durrell v. Evans the traveller was not the de- 
fendant’s agent in writing the memorandum, but only 
in altering it, the alteration apparently adopting the 
signature; and that here, as there was no such altera- 
tion, there was no adoption. Considering that accept- 
ing and keeping the copy handed to him on the spot 
Was something very like adopting the signature, it must 
be admitted that the distinction is remarkably thin, and 
needs sharp eyes to sec it; but every hair has two sides, 
and though some might think that Murphy v. Boese did 


Rot get beyond the middle of the hair, it must now be 
taken on authority to be otherwise. 








The result of the late session, which commenced on the 
of February, and ended on the 13th inst., was the pro- 
duction of 96 ‘public, 215 local, and 7 private Acts. In 
the preceding session there were exactly the same number 
of public statutes, 200 local, and 9 private Acts. In 
1873 there were 91 public, 253 local, and 2 privata Acts ; 
While in 1872 thore were 98 pub'ic, 200 local, and 7 private 
Acts, and in. the previous year 117 public, 206 local, and 9 
In the. last five years 498 public Acts have 


— Acts. 
passed, 


Putes. 


Tae Albany Law Journal in commenting on the tendency 
of American judges to prolix opinions, or, as we should call 
them, judgments, says: ‘‘Sucha habit is unquestionably a 
serious evil, not only becuuse it increases the reports and 
buries the law beneath a mass of verbiage, but also be- 
cause it leadslawyers to rely upon the syllabi [i.¢c. head- 
notes] of the reporters, without reading the judgments of 
the court. ‘To such an extent had the habit gone in New 
Hampshire, that one case in the vast volume of reports 
from that State occupied over 270 pages. The Legislature 
found it necessary to intervene, and to provide that each 
judge should state briefly his reasons for his judgment. 
As a rule, a long opinion is a loose and slovenly opinion, 
made up of quotations from other opinions, bad syntax, 
and worse logic. Nine times out of ten when a judge in- 
dulges in a prolix opinion, it is only because he is either a 
loose thinker or but vaguely comprehends his subject.” 








THE mILD Hrinpoo is by nature extremely litigious, a 
propensity which the Indian Government has sought to 
check by imposing a heavy ad valorem stamp duty on 
plaints. In spite of this, suits are instituted, not only 
upon the most frivolous, but upon the most extraordinary 
causes of action. Thus we find in the Indian law reports 
suits instituted by a member of a Hindoo family against 
the family barber, the only complaint of the plaintiff being 
that the barber has declined to operate upon his head. 
The climax of absurdity was, however, probably not 
reached until the trial of an action which is reported in a 
recent number of the Caleutta Weekly Reporter. The 
plaintiff instituted a suit against the defendants in the 
court of a Moonsiff to recover thirty-three rupees (£3 6s.) 
as damages, on the ground that the plaintiff had invited 
the defendants to an entertainment at the plaintiff's house, 
which entertainment comprised a feast of some 150 persons, 
and that the defendants had, after accepting the invitation, 
failed to attend, whereby the food prepared by the plaintiff 
for his guests was wasted, and the plaintiff was endamaged. 
The Moonsiff’s judgment is in the following words:— 
‘“‘This suit is brought for the recovery of thirty-three 
rupees, being the sum expended by plaintiff for making 
preparations for an entertainment in his house for the 
defendants. It has been proved by plaintiff's witnesses 
that defendants accepted the invitation of plaintiff, but 
did not partake of the feast that was prepared by plaintiff 
at greatexpense. From this act of the defendants, plaintiff 
has suffered a loss of thirty rupees expended by him in pre- 
paring the articles of food necessary for his guests. This 
sum he would rot have expended had the defendants not ac- 
cepted his invitation. As by this act of the defendants 
plaintiff has suffered a loss of thirty rupees as proved by his 
witnesses, I think he will be entitled to recover this sum 
from the defendants.” The case came on appeal to the 
High Court of Calcutta which, it is hardly necessary to 
say, overruled the decision of the Moonsiff, saying that 
they failed to find either inthe evidence or the judgment 
any ground whatever for holding the defendants liable for 
damages, and adding, ‘If persons, by accepting an invita- 
tion to their neighbour’s house and afterwards failing to at- 
tend, were to be held liable to recoup the entertainer for the 
price of the food unconsumed on account of their absence, 
the risk of accepting invitations would be very serious in- 


deed.” 





Tur Canada Law Journal says: “This is the season 
hamorously called the ‘Long Vacation.’ A few officials 
of the courts, a few counsel whose life is untroubled by 
solicitors’ labours, a fortunate judge or two, may enjoy a 
‘Long Vacation ;’ but to the majority of the profession 
the term is a cruel mockery. With appeal courts, election 
courts, and the incessant treadmill of solicitors’ practice, 
the Long Vacation, in which we should be laying in stores 
of health and vigour for the struggle of the rest of the 
year, is sadly shorn of its proportions. Those on whose 
shoulders the editing of a legal journal falls are touching 
objects of sympathy. To think of a ‘subject,’ to examine 
it when discovered, to ponder over it, to write about it, 
with the thermometer at its present altitude, is ‘ utter 





weariness and sore distress.’ If it were justifiable to in 
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treduce into these columns dissertations on matters whic 
at this season have some sort of interest for readers, we 
should feel more hopeful. No doubt picnics, boating 
parties, and tours by land and water, are the origin of 
petitions which are often summarily dismissed, of appeals, 
of rehearings, of reversals of judgment, of contracts lead- 
ing sometimes to partnership and sometimes to breach of 
trast; but these matters are of too delicate a nature to 
admit of treatment in a purely legal tone. On the whole, 
we must satisfy ourselves with the reflection that people 
are as unwilling to read in this weather as we are to 
write.” 








Obituary. 


MR. RICHARD MINTER MOUNT. 


Mr. Richard Minter Mount, solicitor, late of Canterbury, 
died at his residence, Wingham House, Kent, on the 3rd 
inst., at the age of seventy-one. Mr. Mount was a member 
of a Kentish family, and the son of the late Mr. Richard 
Mount, solicitor, of Canterbury. He was born in 1804, 
and having been articled to his father, was admitted a 
solicitor in 1825. He became a partner with his father, 
upon whose death he succeeded to the business. He was 
also for a short time in partnership with Mr. Allen Field- 
ing, but for the greater part of his life he practised alone. 
Mr. Mount was a perpetua] commissioner for Kent, and 
clerk to the Trustees of the Canterbury, Ashford, 
Faversham, and Hythe, the Whitstable, and the Herne 
Bay Turnpike-roads. He had also a good private practice, 
tnd was highly esteemed in the neighbourhood. He 
retired from practice in the year 1858. 








LORD COLERIDGE AND THE DENBIGH 
MAGISTRATES. 
Mr. Watkin WIitttams has written the following letter to 
the Zimes on the subject of the correspondence which we 
printed last week :— 

Sir,—As one of the magistrates who served upon tho 
grand jury at the last assizes for the county of Denbigh, I 
read with distress the letter of Mr. Townshend Mainwar- 
ing to Lord Coleridge, published in the Zimes of the 12th 
inst. 

Mr. Townshend Mainwaring is the very last man to in- 
tentionally convey an erroneous impression of facts; but 
when he writes to Lord Coleridge, referring to his having 
declined his lordship’s iuvitation to dinner, and expressing 
his belief *‘that our Lord Lieutenant subsequently told 
you that he had undertaken to inform you way he and the 
other magistrates had determined to follow my example,” 
I cannot let such language pass in public without stating 
that it does convey an erroneous impression, by implying 
that the other magistrates had, in fact, determined to 
follow his example. 

The facts are shortly these. After the grand jury had 
concluded their business, and bad been formally discharged 
by the judge, some of the magistrates returned to the 
grand jury room. Mr. Townshend Mainwaring then pro- 
duced a small slip torn out of some newspaper, containing 
@ very small portion of the report of a recent trial at 
Chester, from which it appeared that Lord Coleridge had 
made some general observations reflecting upon the char- 
acter of theDenbighshire magistrates as a body. He then 
said that he wished to move a resolution to the effect that 
the magistrates declined to dine with the judge. A general 
conversation followed; the magistrates were not uoavi- 
mous; one of them strongly condemned the proposed 
motior, pointing out that the fragment of the report pro- 
daced was obviously imperfect, and most probably inac- 
curate. No reselation was adopted, but a suggestion that 
rome of the leading magistrates should call upon Lord 
Coleridge and inquire of him whether there was any foun- 
dation for the story as reported was acted upon, and, as 
might have been expected, with the result of satisfying 
every reasonable person that the whole story was an ex- 
aggeration and perversion of the real truth, and thewhole 


———— 

dining with the judge as usual.—I am, Sir, your obediey 

servant, Watkin Wits, 
Aug. 16. 















Sucieties. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Proceedings and resolutions at the adjourned anny 
general meeting, held on_the 10th of August, 197) 
George Burrow Gregory, Esq., M.P., president, in th 
chair, 

The president stated that the object ef the adjournej 
meeting was to receive the report of the scrutineers as t 
the result of the election for the purpose of filling th 
vacancies in the council. 

The president thereupon called upon Mr. Fraser to regd 
the report, which was as follows :— 

“Report of the scrutineers appointed by the president 
of the society certifying the result of the election of 
eleven members of the council. 

“ Pursuant to the appointment made by the president a 
the meeting of the society, held on the 16th of July, 1875, 
in compliance with section 5 of bye-law 15, we, the under. 
signed, four of the scrutineers so appointed, beg to present 
to the members of the society our report, certifying the 
result of the election, which has been conducted in accor. 
dance with the charter and bye-laws of the society. 

‘‘The secretary handed to us on Friday, the 6th of 
August, & box containing the voting papers, which had been 
placed in it as soon as they were delivered. : 

“ A.—The first schedule hereto annexed contains the 
total number of voting papers received, amounting in all to 
1,203. 

‘*B,—The same echedule sets forth the number of voting 
papers rejected, and the grounds of rejection, Ten hare 
been rejec:ed : three on the ground that they were not re 
ceived by midnight on the 5th of August, inst.; three be 
cause the voting papers were not signed; two in conse 
quence of an insufficient number of names having been 
struck out; and two were held void because the voting 
papers were not filled up in accordance with the bye- laws. 

‘¢C,—The total number of votes received in favour of 
each candidate is set forth in the second schedule hereto 
anne xed. 

“D.—The third schedule contains the names of those 
candidates who we find and certify to be duly elected. 

“The voting papers have been duly closed up under our 
seals, and will be retained in our care for the peried of one 
month, which will expire on the 12th day of September next, 
when we shall destroy them, as provided by section 2 of 
bye-law 18. 

“We beg to add that our colleague, Mr. Henry Syme 
Redpath, was unavoidably prevented from attending our 
meeting, and that therefore this report is not signed by 
him. ‘* GEORGE Beattie. 

**Sam. Day. 
“'W. J. FRASER. 
“‘Joun E, Syms, 
“‘ Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London. 
August 6tb, 1875.” 


“ The First Schedule referred to in the Report annexed hereto. 
Total number of voting papers 1,208 
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affair ended by those magistrates who were able to do s0 


Do. do. rejected on the following grounds— 
A. Received after the prescribed date F a 
B. Unsigned y meas . A 3 
C. Insufficient number of names atruck out 2 
D. Not filled up in accordance with the bye-laws 2 “ 
1,193 
“© The Second Schedule referred to in the annewed Report, 
No. of Votes, 
Anderson, John Eustace . " - 143 
Bell, Alfred . s 4 ° - 1,049 
Bircham, Fras. Thomas P i . 1,109 
3olton, Thos. Henry . ° 176 
Broomhead, Barnard Platts . e . 728 
Cookson, Wm. Strickland . . «1,097 
Cunliffe, Robert s - « 612 
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—— 
No. of Votes. 
Druce, Chas. Claridge . . 1,072 
Frere, Bartle Jno. Laurie - 1,092 
Keen, Grinham_ . . . 724 
Nelson, Park ; F - 1,065 
+ ) Pemberton, Hy. Leigh - 1,065 
Shirley, William Edwood ‘ . 560 
Williams, Chas. Reynolds - 1,041 
Williams, William ‘ . 1,048 


“The Third Schetule referred to in the annexed Report, 
Names of Candidates duly Elected. 
No. of Votes. 
- 1,109 
- 1,097 
. 1,092 
1,072 
. 1,065 
. 1,065 
. 1,049 


Frencis Thomas Bircham . 
William Strickland Cookson 
Bartle John Laurie Frere. 
Charles Claridge Druce Pe 
Park Nelson ‘ F j 
Henry Lee Pemberton ° 
Alfred Bell . ‘ ‘ 
William Williams . ‘ . . 1,043 
Charles Reynolds Williams . ‘a - 1,041 
Barnard Platts Broomhead . “ . 728 
Grinbam Keen. ‘ - F . 724 

** GeoRGE BEATTIE. 

**Sam. Day. 

“W. J. FRASER. 

* Jouyu L. Syms. 


It was moved by Mr. Bircham, seconded by the president, 
and resolved, that tue thanks of the meeting be given to the 
gerutineers for the services they have rendered the society. 

August 10, 1875. 








Appouinturents, Etc. 


Mr. Henry VERNON Huzert, solicitor, of Devizes and 
Market Lavington, Wilts, has been elected Clerk of the 
Peace for the Borough of Devizes in the room of his late 
father, Mr. Henry Hall Hulbert. Mr. H. V. Hulbert was 
admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1860, and was in 
partnership with his late father at the time of his decease. 


Mr. Ropert Humpureys Roserts, of Denbigh, has been 
appointed Clerk and Solicitor to the Denbigh School 
Board. Mr. Roberts, who is also clerk to the Ruthin 
Boerd of Guardians and Rural Sanitary Authority, was ad- 
mitted in 1865. 

Mr. Atrrep Henry Pavt, solicitor, of Tetbury, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Feoffees of the Borough Estates, and 
Clerk to the Justices of the Tetbury Petty Sessional Divi- 
- in the place of his father, the late Mr. Josiah Tippetts 

al, 


Mr, ALFRED WALKER Simpson has been appointed a 
Revising Barrister on the Midland Circuit. Mr. Simpson 
is a Fellow of Jesus College, Cambridge, where he 
griduated first class in the classical tripos, aud twenty- 
sith wrangler in 1846. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1849, and has been for 
about three years Recorder of Scarborough. 


Mr. Wititam Srencer Oviivant has been appointed a 
ising Barrister. Mr. Ollivant is the son of the Right 
Rev. Alfred Ollivant, D.D., Bishop of Llandaff, by the 
daughter of the late General William Spencer, and is a 
graduate of Corpus Christi College, Oxford. He was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1860, and 
practises on the South Wales and Cheshire Circuit, and at 
Glamorganshire Sessions. He is on the staff of the 
Weekly Reporter. 


Mr. Ricnarp Seppon Touer, solicitor (of the firm of 
R. & G. Toller & Sons), of Leicester, has been unani- 
mously elected Solicitor to the Corporation of Leicester. 

. Toller is the son of Mr. Richard Toller, the clerk of 
_ for the borough, and was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Joun Rawson, solicitor, of Great Marlow, has been 
Sppointed Clerk to the Sanitary Committee at Marlow. 
» Rawson was admitted in 1872. 





Courts. 
LANCASTER CHANCERY COURT. 


AT MAaNcHESTER. 
(Before G. Litre, Esq, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor.) 
Aug. 14.—Bouck v. Bouck, 
Gift by husband to wife—Separate property. 

A landau, pair of horses, ani harness were bought by a husband 
as a birthday present for his wife. The husband’s crest was 
placed on the harness, and he occasionally used the horses in 
another carriage. ‘The landau and horses were spoken of in 
the family as the wife’s. 

Held, in a suit instituted by the wife after a decree nisi for a 
divorce, that the landau, horses, and harness were her 
separate property. 

In this suit, which was instituted by Mrs, Bouck against 
her husband, John Augustas Bouck, and Henry Mann, the 
only important question was whether, under the circum- 
stances hereinafter mentioned. a landau, pair of horses, and 
harness, stated by the plaintiff to have been presented to 
her by her husband as a birthday gift, were the plaintiff's 
separate property so as to prevent ber husband from 
making a good title thereto to the defendant Mann, who 
about the 18th of January last had contracted to bay the 
same from him. 

Mr. and Mrs. Bouck were married in 1868, and no 
settlement was executed on the occasion of the marriage. 
They resided together in Maachester until December lasr, 
when Mrs. Bonck left her husband and shortly afterwarcs 
instituted proceedings against him in the Divorce Court 
under which she obtained a decree nisi, which had not yet 
been made absolute. The present bill was filed on the 
26th of Jannary. 

The evidence with respect to the landau,: horses, and 
harness was as follows :— 

By her affidavit the plaintiff stated that it was 
while they were staying at Southport in 1870 thas 
her husband promised her the carriage and horses, 
which he said she should have for a birthday pre- 
sent in the March following. They did not, however, 
return to Manchester until May, 1871, and about July he 
told her that he had found a pair of horses which 
would suit her. She went with him to look at them, and 
they were purchased. In November following, the defend- 
ant requested her to go with him to Cockshoot’s and 
choose a carriage. She chose a landau, giving instruc- 
tions as to the colour of material with which it was to be 
lined, and the way in which it was to be painted. It was 
to be ready for delivery by the 20th of March following, 
the date of ber birthday. The carriage was ready for de- 
livery at the time stipulated, but it happened that the de- 
fendant had purchased a new residence, and the stables 
and coachhouse having to be rebuilt they were not ready 
for use until July, and the carriage was not sent hore 
until the 30th of that month. As regarded the harness, 
it was ordered expressly for the pair of horses she claime?s 

Mr. Bonck’s coachman stated that he frequently heard 
Mr. Bouck declare that he intended to give his wife a 
carriage and pair. The horses were used in the brougham 
as well as in the landau, and they were sometimes driven by 
Mr. Bouck. They were, however, always called Mrs. Bouck’s 
horses. 

Mr. Norris, manager at Cockshoot’s carriage manufactorr, 
said that he was given to understand that the landau wis 
for Mrs. Bouck. 

Mr. Murray, a horse dealer, from whom the horses were 
purchased, said that he was told they were for Mrs, Bouck, 
and on that understanding let the defendant have them at a 
reduction. 

The plaintiff’s mother stated that Mr. Bouck informed 
her in 1873 that he had presented the plaintitf with 
a landau and a pair of horses as a birthday present, 
and that she had frequently heard Mr. Bouck tell his wife 
that she must use her own horses and carriage and not his. 

Mr. Bouck, who was out of the jurisdiction and had not been 
cross-examined, denied in his answer that the plaintiff was 
entitled to any separate property whatsoever. He stated 
that the landau was purchased by him prior to the 30th of 
July, 1872, and was delivered at his house on that day. 
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He purchased the horses and harness some months before, 
the harness forming part of a set of harness for ‘‘a four-in- 
hand,” which at the time he had some intention of getting 
made. ‘The landau was a lady’s carriage, and in purchasing 


it he, of course, intended it for the use of the plaintiff, and | 


His own crest was placed 


he might have told her so. 
most positively and - dis- 


on the harness; and he 


tinctly denied that the landau, pair of horses, and har- | 


ness, or any of them, were or was a gift to the plaintiff 


in any sense whatever, rither absolutely or otherwise, on the | 
plaintiff's birthday subseq:iens to their marriage, or at any | 
The plaintill’s claim to the landan, horses, aud 


other time. 
harness w«s wholly unfounded and false. 

Ford North and S. Hall, for the plaintiff. 

Lake and Maberley, for the defendant Boxck, contended 
that it was not sufficient, in crder to establish a gift to the 
separate use, to prove that there was an intention at one 
time to give things for the separate use, nor was it evi- 
dence of things having been given to the separate use to 
say that they had been spoken of as belonging to the indi- 
vidual. There must be something more clear and positive 
than that. They submitted that on a careful consideration 
of the evidence it cametonothinz more than this :—That Mr. 
and Mrs. Bouck, then on amicable terms, found that it was 
not ulways convenient for them to use the same carriage 
and horses, and as their establishment was not sufficiently 
large, an addition was made to it to enable them to carry 
out their wishes by the purchase of the Jandau, horses, and 
harness which were the subject of the present suit. Though 
used by her and called Mrs. Bouck’s, they were not her 
horses and carriage in the sense of being ber own as apart 
from her hushand’s, but they were for her peculiar use just 
as other things belonged to her which she had the use of. 
It was not acase in which the wife used the landau and 
horses exclusively, any more than it was a case in which 
the husband used the brougham and other horses exclu- 
sively. 

No reply was called for. 

Litter, V.C., said the case seemed to him, on the evi- 
dence, to be this :—Mr. Bouck, who kept more than one 
carriage and several horses, was, in the first place, desirous 
of providing handsomely for his wife in the way of accom- 
modation of that description. The thing seemed to have 
originated in 1870, two years after the marriage, when, 
perhaps, the relations between the husband and wife were 
more amicable than they afterwards became, Mr. Bouck 
said he would make his wife a present of a carriage and 
pair on her next birthday. Her next birthday was in 
March, 1871, but at that time he had done nothing to exe- 
cute the intention. It was not incumbent on him to exe- 
cute the intention, but in the month of July he took the 
first step towards it by purchasing a pair of horses. He 
purchased a pair, taking his wife with him to the dealer, 
and she making in fact the selection of the horses, The 
dealer, who seemed to have some knowledge of the parties, 
said in the gallant way of a gentleman, ‘‘The price of 
these horses is £250; but as I hear you are going to make 
a present of them to your wife, for that purpose I will sell 
them to you for £225.” The husband accepted that con- 
dition of the bargain, and the horses were bought for the 
smaller sum. His honour gave credit to that part of the 
evidence, and thought it clearly showed that the whole of 
the parties interested in the matter had in view the carry- 
ing out of the purchase which the husband had promised 
to his wife that he would carry out when they were at 
Southport. But the purchasing of the horses was only one 
step towards the complete thing, and the next step the 
defendant took was to order the carriage. That was 
ordered with the wife in the same way, and it waa quite 
clear that the wife was appealed to as she had been in 
the matter of the horses—she, in fact, directed what should 
be done, passed her opinion on it, and it was done in a 
manner which met her approbation. Of course the harness 
in a similar manner must be provided for the horses, and 
it, was a small matter that the crest of the husband was 
on the harness, Looking at the matter as a whole, his 
view of it was—and he thought the evidence would fully 
bear it out—that that which the husband designed in 
1870 he carried out, as far as completing his intention 
was concerned, in 1872. The plaintiff had had substan- 
tially the use of the carriage, horses, and harness for the 
purpose of her own enjoyment, It was quite true that 


| upon occasions the husband made use of the horagg— 
perhaps on some occasions of the carriage itself; but if 
the real nature of the transaction was that the husband 
mace a present to his wife, which was to be her owa for 
her own use, then the complete effect of the transactiog 
was accomplished when the property was sent howe ie its 
perfect state, the horses in their stable, and the carriagg 
in the coach-house. What they found afterwards appeared 
to him to be perfectly consistent with the wife's title, 
They found that the husband made declarations from 
time to time that it was his wife’s carriage, and although 
his hovour did not call to mind any authority which wag 
' identical in circumstances, he was of opinion that there 
was evidence iu the present case to warrant him in comiug 
to tbe couclusion that the presevt which the husband 
made to his wife was given to her, and was her separate 
estate. 

A decree, framed to meet the circumstances of Mr. Mann 
being in possession of the articles, of Mr. Bouck baing out 
of the jurisdiction, and of the plaintiff being willing to 
accept the money value of the laudau, &., was then 
made, a declaration being inserted therein that the sale 
to Mr. Mann was iuvalid. and inoperative as against the 
title of the plaintiff. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Sule § Co. 

Solicitor for the defeudant Bouck, Jf. Ri’son, 

Solicitors for the defendant Mann, Earle & Co. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
MancnesteEr. 
(Before J. A. Russell, Esq, Q.C., Judge.) 
Aug. 13.—Pierson v. Lhe Lanecstiieand Yorkshire Railway 
Company. 
Unpunctuality of trains. 


This was an action brought by Mr. Charles Pierson, 
estate agent, residing at Obelisk Cottag:, Knutsford, to re- 
cover the sum of lis, 9d.—expenses to waich he had been 
put through the unpunctuality of a train on the defendants’ 
railway. 

Smith (of the firm of Smith & Boyer), appeared for the 
defendants. 

The plaintiff stated that during the month of July he was 
staying with his family at Blaekpool, and he had a first 
class contract ticket, between Manchester and that watering- 
place, on the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway. On the 
17th of July be hada special appointment at Knutsford, 
between a quarter and half-past turee o’clock in the after- 
noon, and in order to keep that appointment he took a train 
at Blackpool, which was timed to arrive at Salford Station 
at 2.14, which would enable him to catch the 2.35 train for 
Knutsford at Oxford-road Station. The Lancashire and 
Yorkshire train, however, did not reach Salford until 2.46, 
and the consequence was that he missed his train at Oxford- 
road. He hurried to the latter station and was enabled 
to catch the train leaving for Altrincham at three o’clock, 
and from Altrincham he took a cab to Knutsford, the charge 
for which, with the driver’s fee and tolls, made up the 
amount which he now sought to recover. Fortunately, he 
found that the gentleman whom he had engaged to meet 
had not left Knutsford, and be was enabled to transact his 
business. 

In reply to Mr. Smith, the plaintiff said, had the defend- 
ants’ train arrived at the time stated in the time-tables, he 
should have had twenty-one minutes in which to have 
reached Oxford-road. Hecould do the distance in nine 
minutes by taking a cab. He hireda cab from Salford 
Station to Oxford-road in the present instance, but had not 
included it in the amount for which he now sued the com- 
pany. He did not leave Blackpool by an earlier train be- 
cause his wife was in delicate health, and he did not see 
why he should have left an hour and a half earlier because 
possibly the Lancashire and Yorkshire train might be late. 

His Honour said he thought this was driving the principle 
to an extremity, and he dcubted very much whether in @ 
case of this. kind, without some notice, the company would 
be liable at all. The company was compelled to carry the 
plaintiff within a reasonable time, and if he had un appoint- 
ment in Manchester, and had not arrived in time to keep it, 
his honour would have been justified iu holding the com- 
\ pany liable. But the plaintiff merely tuok the Lancashire 
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Yorkshire train to Maxchester asa stage’of his journey, 
god he did that without notice to anybody connected with 
etrain that he had a further engagement the keeping of 
ghich depended upon the train arriving at Manchester in 
juetime. Leaving that matter out of the question altogether, 
jonever, His honour contessed in this case that the 
inti! ran it rather finein giving himself only twenty 
nioutes between the two trains at Silford and Oxtford-road, 
yithout allowing for any contingency which might arise, In 
githe circumstances of the case he shoull give judgment 
forthe defendants. 

The Plaintiif: Will your honour allow me to take the 
case to a higher court ? 
His Honour : It would be advisable to ullow it to remaia 


phere it is. 








payliaurent and Legislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Aug. 12.—LeGat Practirioners. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


ConsoLipateD Funp (APPROPRIATION). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Locat Autuonities Loans. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Suerirr Susstirutes (Scoruanp). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Remission oF PENALTIES. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Orrences AGAINST THE PERSON. 

Qn the order for considering the Commons’ reasons for 
dingreeing from one of the Lords’ amendments, a motion 
tat their lordships do not insist on the amendment was 

to. 
- Aug. 13.—Royau Assent. 

The Royal assent was given by commission to the following 
Bills :—Consolidated Fund (Appropriation), Parliamentary 
Hletions (Returning Officers), Foreign Jurisdiction, Employers 
ad Workmen, Conspiracy and Protection of Property, Land 
Titles and Transfer, Sanitary Law (Dublin) Amendment, 
Registration of Trade Marks, Copyright of Designs, Agricul- 
tual Holdings (England), National School Teachers (Ire- 
land), National School Teachers’ Residences (Ireland), Un- 
saworthy Ships, Public Works (Loan), Local Authorities 
Ioans, Sheriff Substitutes (Scotland), Remission of Penal- 
tie, Legal Practitioners, Offences against the Person. 


Tue Queen's Sprecu. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR then read the Queen’s Speech of 
vhich the tollowing are extracts :— 

“It is gratifying to me to find that the lengthened con- 
sideration you have given to the various statutes which have, 
ftom time to time, been passed for the preservation of peace 
inIreland has resulted in a measure which, while relaxing 
thestringency of former enactments, is calculated to main- 
tain the tranquillity of that country. 

“Thave, with pleasure, given my assent to an <Act for 
luilitating the improvement of the dwellings of the work- 
ingelasses in large towns, which will, I trust, lead to the 

e of many of the principal causes of disease, misery, 
aderime, I feel sure that this legislation, together with 
ttat relating to the consolidation and amendment of the 
Suitary laws, and of the laws relating to friendly societies, 
_— promote the moral and physical welfare of my 


“It has afforded me much satisfaction to give my assent 
two important statutes for the amendment of the Acts re- 
to master and servant and trade offences, and of 
thelaw of conspiracy as connected with these offences— 
Saintes which will, I trust, place the relations of em- 
and employed on a just and equal footing, and add 

& the contentment and good-will of large classes of my 


. “Among the enactments which you have passed for the 
improvement of the law, I am well pleased to observe that 
‘comprehensive measure for simplifying the title and faci- 
the transfer of land in England has taken its place 








In the Statute Book; that an Act has been passed for the 
amendment of the law of entail in Scotland ; and that you 
have made provision, by amending the Judicature Act of 
1873, for bringing the grea’ chang+s in my civil courts and 
their procedure, which it inaugurate i, into immediate and 
practical effect. 

‘*The state of public business and the differences of 
opinion naturally arising on a varied «nd comprehensive 
scheme have unfortunately prevented you from completing 
the consideration of the Mer-hant Saipping Bill, but I re- 
joice that you have been able, by a temporary enactment, to 
diminish considerably the dangers to wh.ch iny seafaring subs 
jects are exposed. 

“ By the Agricultural Holdings Act you have greatly and 
beneficially enlarged the powers of owners, limited in in- 
terest, to offer to their tenants a sutlicient security for 
judicious outlay upon the farms they ocenpy, and, while 
maintaining absolute freedom o! contract, you have raised a 
presumption of rights, under which a new inducement 
will be given to expend cayital upon the improvement of 
land. 

“The enactment for a registration of trade marks will 
supply a deficiency that has for some be n felt in our com- 
mercial system.” 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


Aug. 13.—The House met, but no business was transe 
acted. 
Parliament was prorogued to the 29th of October. 








Heqal Ltens. 


Mr, Alexander Grant Meek, solicitor (of the firm of 
Meek, Jackson, & Lusk), Town Clerk of Devizes, has been 
presented by the members of the town council of that 
borough with a handsome silver salver, oa the oceasion of 
his marriage. 

At the trial last week, before Mr. Justice Quain at Brice 
tol, of a liquidating debtor for offences under the Banke 
ruptcy Act, 1869, namely, concealing property and not 
delivering up certain moneys to the trustee, it was proved 
that the prisoner, who had returned debts to the amount 
of over £400, and assets £70, had sold most of his stock. 
in-trade, consisting of furniture, to a dealer, about a fort- 
night before the presentation of his petition, and that he 
had taken a bill for £40 in payment for the stock, which 
bill he had not handed over or mentioned to the trustee, 
The prosecution had been ordered by the county courtjudge. 
The rest of the proceedings at the trial were thus reported 
in the Times of Saturday last :—‘‘ The shorthand notes of 
the examination in the bankruptcy proceedings of the 
bankrupt and other witnesses were very bulky. The 
learned judge, after commentiug on the costs of the ex- 
amination before the registrar, the magistrates, and the 
present trial, said the affairs of bankrupts now got into the 
hands of accountants, debt collectors, and others, instead 
of into the hands of solicitors, gentlemen who were under 
the control of the court. They had got into the hands of 
a class of persons over whom the courts had no control at 
all, and he trusted before long the mercantile community 
would give an opinion on the present bankruptcy system, 
and deliver it in such a manner that it should be heard by 
the Legislature. That the whole affairs in bankruptcy 
should be taken ont of the hands of solicitors—a respect- 
able body, subject to the control of the court—and handed 
over to an ignorant set of men called accountants was one 
of the grossest abuses, in his opinion, ever introduced into 
the law. The jury found the prisoner Guilty, with a re- 
commendation to mercy. The foreman added that the 
jury concurred in every remark which had fallen from the 
learned fudge with regard to the present system which 
obtains under the Bankruptcy Act. ‘he prisoner had al- 
ready been in prison six weeks, and his lordship sentenced 
him to a fortnight’s imprisonment, without hard labour, 
and also disallowed the costs of the prosecution.” 

On Wednesday in last week apublic execution, in all prob- 
ability the last that will occur there, took placoin Jersey. 
The murder was eommitted on the 15th of December last, but 
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the murderer, one Le Brun, was not sentenced until the 8th 
of July, the delay being accounted for by the fact that up to 
within the last few years the evidence in all criminal cases, 
of whatever nature, was taken down in writing. On the 
abolition of that system the privilege was reserved to a 
criminal charged with a capital offence to demand the 
taking of the evidence by the old method. At the March 
Assizes, when first arraigned, Le Bran made this demand, 
and the trial was postponed till May. In consequence of 
delay in the taking of the evidence the case could not then 
be heard, and it was further postponed till July. The 
Private Executions Act, passed in 1868, makes no mention 
of Jersey or the Channel Islands in its provisions, and a3 a 
consequence has no force therein. There was accordingly no 
resource left but to execute the prisoner in the old style, 
the authorities having no power to change the procedure 
without a special Act for the purpose. A curious relic of 
fendal times was brought to notice in connection with this 
execution. In thethree parishes of Grouville, St. Clement, 
and St. Saviour’s are certain lands the property of the 
Crown. About 150 persons in these three parishes owe a 
small rent for the privilege of pasturing, &c., on the 
Crown lands. ‘This rent is commuted for the attendance 
of the renters as a guard at public executions. In former 
years they were employed to convey prisoners for trial to 
and from the court. They are now merely called upon in 
cases of executions. Each man (in private clothes) was 
armed with a halberd of the old-fashioned type, and a 
number of them were posted around the gaol wall in front 
of the scaffold to preserve order among the crowd. Another 
portion were stationed in the gaol yard, and formed a 
double line, along which the culprit passed to the scaffold, 
on which also several of them were posted. 





Law Stuyents’ Sournal. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Michaelmass Educational Term, 1875. 
SCHEME OF LECTURES AND CLASSE3. 
Svussects, Proressors, AND TurTors, 


Jurisprudence, including International Law, Public and 
Private—Roman Civil Law—and Constitutional Law and 
Legal History. 

Professor, and taking Private Classes, in Constitutional 
Law and Legal History—Sheldon Amos, Esq. 

Tutor in Jurisprudence, including International Law, 
Public and Private—Alexander Henry, Esq. 

Tutor in Roman Civil Law—William A. Hunter, Esq. 


J 


Equity. 
Professor—Ardrew Thomson, Esq., LL.D. . 
Tutors— William Charles Harvey, Esq.; Henry William 
May, Esq. 


The Law of Real and Personal Property. 
Professor—Frederick Prideaux, Esq. 
Tutor—John Bradley Dyne, Esq. 


The Common Law. 

Professor—Herbert Broom, Esq., LL.D. 

Tutors—John Houston, Esq.; David Lyell, E:q., LL.D.; 
Maurice Powell, Esq. 

The First Public Lecture of this Course will be delivered 
by the Professor in Equity on Thursday, 4th of November, 
at Two p.m. 

Any turther information required by Students respecting 
the Lectures and Classes can be obtained on application to 
the Clerk of the Council, Lincoln’s-inn Hall. 


Boarp or EXAMINERS. 


In Jurisprudence, including International Law, Public 
and Private, and the Roman Civil Law—Frederic Harrison, 


(- 

In Constitutional Law and Legal History — Thomas 
Collett Sandars, Esq. 

In Equity—Arthur Shelly Eddis, Esq., Q.C. 

In Common Law—J, Rk. Bulwer, Esq., Q.C.; Henry 
Matthews, Esq., Q.C 


an Real and Personal Property—John Shapter, Esq., 





—————— 
i 


Prospectus oF THE LECTURES OF THE PROFESSORS Ayp 

or THE CLASSES OF THE TUTORS. 

The Professor of Jurispradence wi.l deliver the f llowin, 
Courses of Latues during the ensuing Education) 
Term :— 

Constitutions] Law and Lagil History. 

1. History and Nature of th: Prerogative of the Crown, 

2. The Growth of the Two Houses of Parliament, 

3. The Functions aad Privileges of the Two Houses of 
Parliament: 

4. The Executive Authority in Eaglind. 

5. Constitutional Law relating to Colonies anJ Depen. 
dencies. 

6. Securities for the “ Liberty of the Suject.” 

Roman Civil Law. 

. Marriage and the Patria Potestas. 

- Guardianship. 

. History of Intestate Succession. 

. History of Testamentary Succession. 

. Codicils, Legacies, and Fidei-Commiss3a. 

. History of Roman Procedure. 


Jurisprudence and International Law. 

The Tutor in Jurisprudence and International lav, 
Public and Private, proposes to take the following Sub. 
jects :— 

Jurisprudence. 

1. The Law of Things.—Sanctioning Rights and Duties, 
—Crimes Described and Classified (Penal Code; Gener 
Part ; Particular Part).—Criminal Procedure. 

2. The Law of Persons.—Private Conditions.—Husband 
and Wife, Parent and Child, &.—The Early History of the 
Family, Arianand non-Arian ; with Special Reference to the 
Views of Sir Henry S. Maine, and Messrs. McLennan, 
Morgan, and Bachofen. 


Public International Law. 

1. International Rights of States in their Hostile Re 
tions.—Commencement of War and its Immediate Effects, 
(1) On Enemy’s Property found in the State. (2) Debts due 
by the Enemy. (3) Traie with the Enemy.—Natioml 
Character of Ships. 

2. Rights as between Enemies.—Limitations of the Right 
to Injure Person and Property. (a) Recognized by the Com- 
mon and Conventional Law of Nations. (4) Proposed and 
Discussed at the Brussels Conference.—Title to Property 
captured in War—Re-capture and its Effects.—Validity of 
Captures.—Truce, or Armistice. 


Private International Law. 

1. Marriage.—The Capacity to Contract Marriage.—The 
Formalities required.—The Incidents to Marriage. 

2. Divorce. 

3. Lex Rei Sitz.—The Law of Immoveables.—The Law of 
Moveables. 

Roman Law. 
The Tutor in Roman Civil Law will discuss :-— 


The Roman Law of Contract. 
Special Part.—Coatracts Considered Individually. 

1. Simple Contracts.— Only One Creditor and One Debtor. 
(1) Formal Contracts: Nexum, Stipulatio, Expensilatio. 
3 Equitable Contracts: Mutuum, Commodatum, Depositum. 
3) Consensual Contracts : Sale, Hire, Partnership, Mandate. 
(4) History and Development of the Roman Contracts. 

2. Correality in Contract. 

3. Accessory Contracts. 


General Part.—Elements Common to all Contracts. 

1, Consent, Error. 2. Conditions in Contract. 3. Force, 
Fraud, Valuable Consideration. 4. Illegal Promises. 5. 
Incapacity in Contract. 6. Novation, &. 7. Extinction 
of Rights arising from Contract, 


Constitutional Law and Legal History. 

The Professor of Jurisprudence, in his Private Class in 
Constitutional Law and Legal History, will discuss and 
explain in detail the Subjects of his Public Lectures on that 
Subject. He will especially refer to the works of Hallam, 
May, and Stubbs; Broom’s Constitutional Law; aad 
Forsyth’s Cases and Opinions on Constitutional Law. 


Equity. 
The Professor of Equity proposes to deliver, daring the 
ensuing Educational ‘I'erm, Two Courses (Klementary aad 
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ced respectively).of Public Lectures (there being 

“» Lectures in each course) on the following Subjects, in- 

ing the most important Statutory Provisions and the 

Principles of Pleading and the Practice of the Courts appli- 
gable thereto respectively :~— 

The Doctrines of Equity in Relation to Mortgages, 

Charges, and Liens, and the several modes of enforcing the 


_ Harvey will discuss the following Subjects with his 
Elementary Class. 
Trusts. 

1. The Creation of Trusts. 

2, Implied and Resulting Trusts. 

3, The Rights, Duties, and Liabilities of Trustees. 

4, The Remedies for Breaches of Trust. 

The Student is referred to Watson’s Compendium of 

uity and Lewin on ‘Trusts, and to the following Cases in 
hits and Tudor’s Leading Cases :—Harding v. Glyn, 
Dyer v. Dyer, Keech v. Sandford, Ackroyd v. Smithson, 
Fox v. Mackreth, Brice v. Stokes, Townley v. Sherborne, 
and Robinson v. Fett. 


Advanced Class, 

The Statutes of Elizabeth against Fraudulent Conveyances, 
and on the Law relating to Voluntary Conveyances and 
Settlements. 

The Student is referred to 13 Eliz. c. 5, 27 Eliz. c. 4, and 
the following Cases in White and Tudor :— Ellison v. Ellison, 
Ryall v. Rowles, and Huguenin v. Baseley. 

Mr. May will discuss the following Subjects with his 

Elementary Class. 

1, Injunctions. 

2. Mortgages, Penalties, and Forfeitures. 

3, Infants and Married Women. 

Text-books:—Kerr on Injunctions; Fisher on Mortgages. 

Leading Cases in White and Tudor :—Howard v. Harris, 
Peachy v. Duke of Somerset, and Huntingdon v. Huntingdon, 
jn vol. 2.; and Murray v. Elibank, Hulme v. Tenant, and 
Bye v. Shaftesbury, in vol. 1. 


Advanced Class. 
Of Enforcing the Specific Performance of Contracts. 
Text-books :—Dart, V. and P., ch. 18, pp. 898 —1032 ; 
Fry on Specific Performance. 
N.B.—The effect of the Judicature Act, so far as it affects 
these subjects, will be commented on. 


Law of Real and Personal Property. 
The Professor of the Law of Real and Personal Property 
to deliver, during the ensuing Educational Term, 
Twelve Public Lectures (there being Six Lectures in each 
Course) on the following Subjects :— 


Elementary Course. 
1, On the Creation and Execution of Trusts and Powers. 
2. On the Transmission of Trusts and Powers. 
3. On the Suspension, Release, and Extinguishment of 
ers, 
4. On the Doctrine of Priority as between Several In- 
rancers. 
5, On Bills of Sale. 


Advanced Course. 

1, On the Provisions of the following Statutes, viz. :— 
23 & 24 Vict. c. 145 (commonly called Lord Cranworth’s 
Ast); 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57 (Real Property Limitation Act, 
nd & 38 Vict. c. 78 (Vendor and Purchaser Act, 

). 


_ 2. On the Force and Construction of the Clauses usually 
Introduced in a Lease of a Dwelling-House for a Term. 

8. On Constructive Conversion. 

The Tator on the Law of Real and Personal Property 
Will discuss the following Subjects in his Private Classes :— 


PS Elementary Class. 
Some of the Principal Statutes of the Reigns of William 
-and Victoria, relating to Real and Personal Property. 


Advanced Class. 
The Law of Wills and Testamentary Dispositions. 


Common Law. 
The Professor on the Common Law proposes to deliver, 
the ensuing Educational Term, Two Courses of Lec- 
tures (there being Six Leetures in each Course) as under :— 





Elementary Course. 

1. The Procedure in an Action in a Common Law Divi. 
sion of the High Court of Justice. 

2. The Ingredients needed to Support such an Action 
when brought for Breach of Contract. 

3. The Ingredients needed to Support such an Action when 
brought for Tort. 

4. Proofs which in an Action founded (1) on Contract (2) 
on Tort, would be needed at Nisi Prius. 


Advanced Course. 

1. The Forms of Pleadings generally appropriate under 
the Judicature Acts. 

2. Equitable Counter-Claims, which may be set up in 
answer to Claims originating in a Common Law Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 

3. The Modes of Trial available in an Action at Law. 

4, The Rules of Evidence applicable in such an Action. 

Mr. Houston will consider the following Subjects:— 


Elementary Class. 
1. Torts to the Person and Reputation. 
2. Torts to Real and Personal Property. 
3. The Law of Bailments (including the Liability of Land 
Carriers of Goods and Passengers). 


Advanced Class. 

1. Contracts required to be (1) by Deed, (2) in Writing. 

2. Contracts not in Writing.—How Constituted, Varied, 
os Discharged. 

3. General Principles of the Law of Evidence. 

Dr. Lyell will discuss the following Subjects with his 
Classes, viz. :— 

Elementary Class. 

General Principles of the Law of Contracts (including a 
Comparison of the Rules of Law and Equity affecting the 
same). 

Advanced Class, 

General Principles of the Criminal Law. ~ 

Mr. Maurice Powell proposes to consider the following 
Subjects with his Classes :— 


Elementary Class. 
Law of Contracts :— 
Statute of Frauds. 
Proof of Contracts. 


Advanced Class. 
Mercantile Law :— 
Bailments (including the Rights and Liabilities of 
Carriers of Goods and of Passengers). 
Practice :— 
Procedure in the Supreme Court of Judicature (if 
established). 
By Order of the Council, 
(Signed) B. Spencer Fourett, Chairman, pro tem, 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, 
9th July, 1875. 


Michaelmas Term, 1875. 
EXAMINATION OF CANDIDATES FOR Pass CERTIFICATES. 


nan attention of Students is requested to the following 
ules :— 

No Student admitted after the 31st of December, 1872, 
shall receive from the Council the Certificate of Fitness for 
Call to the Bar required by the four Inns of Court unless 
he shall have passed a satisfactory Examination in the fol- 
lowing Subjects, viz. :—1st, Roman Civil Law ; 2ndly, The 
Law of Real and Personal Property ; and Srdly, Common 
Law and Equity. 

No Student admitted after the 31st of December, 1872, 
shall be examined for Call to the Bar until he shall have 
kept Nine Terms; except that Students admitted after 
that day shall have the option of passing the Examination 
in Roman Civil Law at any time after having kept Four 
Terms. 

An Examination will be held in October next, to which a 
Student of any of the Inns of Court, who is desirous of be- 
coming a Candidate for a Certificate of Fitness for being 
Called to the Bar, will be admissible. : 

Each Student proposing to submit himself for Examina- 
tion will be required to enter his name, —— or b 
letter, at the Treasurer's Office of the Inn of Court to whic 
ho belongs, on or before Friday, the 15th day of October 
next; and he will further be required to state in writing 
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whether his object in offering himself for Examination is to 
obtain a Certificate preliminary to a Call to the Bar, or whe- 
ther he is merely desirous of passing the Examination in 
Roman Civil Law under the above-mentioned Rule. 

The Examination will commence on Monday, the 25th 
day of October next, and will be continued on the Tuesday 
and Wednesday following. / 

Tt will take place in the Hall of Lincoln’s-inn ; and the 
doors will be closed Ten Minutes after the time appointed 
for the commencement of the Examination. 

The Examination by Printed Questions will be conducted 
in the following Order :— ae 

Monday Morning, 25th October, at Ten, on Constitutional 
Law and Legal History ; in the Afternoon, at Two, on 
Equity. 

cohiak Morning, 26th October, at Ten, on Common 
Law ; inthe Afternoon, at Two, on the Lawof Real and 
Personal Property. 

Wednesday Morning, 27th October, at Ten, on Roman 
Civil Law. 

The Oral Examination will be conducted in the same 
Order, during the same Hours, and on the same Subjects, as 
those already marked out for the Examinatton by Printed 
Questions. 

The Examiner in Constitutional Law and Legal History 
will examine in the following Books and Subjects :— 

1. Hallam’s Middle Ages, chapter 8. 

2. Hallam’s Constitutional History. 

3. Broom’s Constitutional Law. 

Candidates will be examined in No. 1 and No. 8 only, or 
in No. 2 and No. 8 only, of the foregoing Subjects, at their 
option. 

The Examiner in Equity will examine in the following 
Subjects :— 

1. Trusts. 

2. Suretyship. 

Candidates will be examined in the above-mentioned Sub- 
jects. 

. The Examiner in the Law of Real and Personal Property 
will examine in the following Subjects :— 

1. The Feudal Law, as adopted in England, and the Statu- 
tory Changes in it. 

2. Estates, Rights, and Interests in Real and Personal 
Property; and Assurances and Contracts concerning the 
same. 

3. Mortmain ; Perpetuity or Remoteness; Conditions ; 
Easements ; Notice; Election and Satisfaction. 

Candidates will be examined in the Elements of the fore- 
going Subjects. 

The Examiner in Common Law will examine in the fol- 
lowing Subjects :— 

1. The Law of Contracts and Mercantile Law. 

2. The Law of Torts, 

3. The Law of Crimes. 

4, The Law of Procedure and Evidence. 

Candidates will be examined on General and Elementary 
Principles of Law. 

Note.—Students admitted prior to the Ist of January, 
1873, and who are Candidates for a Pass Certificate, have an 
option of passing in Constitutional Law, and Legal History, 
or Roman Civil Law ; Common Law, or Equity ; and Real 
and Personal Property Law. 

The Examiner in Roman Civil Law will examine in the 
following Book and Subject :— 

The Institutes of Justinian (by Sandars), 

Candidates will be examined in the above-mentioned Book 
and Subject. 


Hilary Examination, 1876. 


JURISPRUDENCE, CrviL AND INTERNATIONAL Law, AND 
Roman Crvit Law. 


Candidates for the Studentships will be examined in the 
following Subjects :-— 

1. Institutes of Gaius and of Justinian. 

2. Those portions of the Digest which relate to the Con- 
tract of Sale. 

8. History of Roman Law. 

4, Principles of Jurisprudence, as developed by Bentham, 
Austin, and Maine. 

5. Elements of International Law. 

6. Elements of Private International Law. 

Candidates for Honours will be examined in those 


¥ eid ad 
numbered 1, 3, and 5; Candidates for a Pass Certificate jg 
the Institutes of Justinian (Sandars’ edn.). 
By Order of Council, 
(Signed) B. Spencer Foutetr, Chairman, pro ten, 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, 
9th July, 1875. 








Court Papers. 


COURT OF PROBATE. 


It has been represented to the registrars that great ine, 
venience has arisen in court at Westminster and in th 
registry from affidavits and documents, to be used q 
motions, being handed in to the clerk of the papers withoy 
indorsement or improperly indorsed. 

The registrars have, therefore, authorized the clerk of 
the papers to detain any sets of papers tendered to him fi 
motion which, on examination, are found to be defectiy, 
in this particular, and to exclude the motion from the lig 
of motions to be heard until the papers are in order, 

The indorsement on all affidavits and other papes 
delivered with cases for motion should state— 

1. The name of the deceased in respect of whose estat 
the motion is to be made; 

2. When in a cause, the style of the cause ; 

3. The description of the document, and, if an affidavit, 
the name of the deponent ; 

4, The name of the proctor, solicitor, or attorney-at-lap 
filing the same. 

Aug. 1875. 

Vacation, 1875. 


Taxution of costs.—The registrars of her Majesty's Court 
of Probate will not tax any Dill of costs after Wednesday, 
August 4, until Wednesday, November 3, except under 
special circumstances to be stated in a written application 
addressed to them. 

Summonses.—On Wednesday, August 18, and on every 
succeeding Wednesday until October 27 inclusive, one of 
the registrars will sit at the principal registry to hear 
summonses at twelve o'clock. 

Motions.—On Wednesday, August 18, September 1, 15, 
and 29, and October 13 and 27, one of the registrars will 
sit at the principal registry to hear motions at half-past 
twelve o'clock. All papers for motions are to be left with 
the clerk of the papers before twe o’clock on the preceding 
Saturday. 

Office hours.—On and after August 9, and until October 
23 inclusive, the offices of the principal registry of the Court 
of Probate will be opened to the public at eleven o'clock 
a.m., and closed at three o'clock p.m. 


Department for literary inquiry.—On and after Angust 
16, and until September 25 inclusive, this depariment will 
be entirely closed. 

Payment of money out of court.—The registrars have 
fixed Friday in each week during the vacation for the pay- 
ment of money out of court. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
Aug. 20, 1875. 

Annuities, April, 85, 9% 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Ex Billa, £1000, 24 per Ct. 10 pm 
Ditto, £500, Do, 10pm 
Ditto, 2100 & £200, 10 pm. 
Bank of England Stook, 5 per 

Ct. (last half-year), 258 
Ditte or Account, 


3 por Cent, Consols, 94} 
Ditto for Account, Sept, 94} 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 95} 
New 3 per Cent., 954 

Do, 34 perCent., Jan, "94 
Do. 24 perCont., Jan. 794 
Do. 5 per Cent,, Jan.’73 
Annuities, Jan,’80— 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ditto 5 per Cent.,July,’80, 1084 ) Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,’79 98% 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Celt, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88,106} April, 64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.92 | Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 





nd, Enf, Pr., 5 pC., Jan,’72 | Ditto, dittc, under £1000 
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RAILWAY STOOK. 





— 
Railways. 





Bristol and EXCter’ ......sersessossersessvscereveseces 
Caledonian ... m 
'Glasgow and South-Western .., 

‘Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .. 
stock Great Northern 
stock} Do., A Stock*.......ses.cesseeee 
stock'Great Southern and Western of Ireland . 
stock Great Western—Original.....rse-sesceeereees 
stock Lancashire and Yorkshire .......... 
$tock London, Brighton, and South Qoast.. 
$tock'London, Chatham, and Dover,, 
Stock London and North-Western 
§yok'London and South Western......... 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .......00++ 
Stock/Metropolitan ...... 
Stock} Do., District eee 
Sioeh Midlard.sesse.ssssecee 
Stock North British 
Stock/North Eastern 
Stock! North London... 
Stock|North Staffordshire .., 
Stock 
Stoc 
































Spoeth Devon sececcecceres tse cccoscsee 
South-Eastern .......+-...e0ssesssssesenrsnceererees * 


* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 











Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank rate remains at 2 per cent., and there is 
apparently little prospect of a change for some time. The 
Foreign market continues depressed, Peruvian and Tarkish 
stocks being mostly affected. Bank shares are also lower. 
The demand for money at the Bank of England and in the 
open market remains inactive. Home railways were in 
the earlier part of the week well supported, but have 
since declined. Most of them, however, still show an im- 

ement On the quotations of last week. Consols closed 
on Thursday 943 to 94§, the same for next account. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Francis-WiLLiaMs—Aug. 16, at 24, Elsham-road, Kensington, 
the wife of B. Francis-Williams, barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. 

Swirr—Aug. 14, at Hardshaw Hall, St. Helen’s, Lancashire, 
the wife of Thomas Swift, solicitor, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

FrasErR—Wricur—Aug. 12, at All Saints’ Church, Clapham- 
park, Joseph Fraser, of 78, Dean-street, W., to Emily Stern, 
second daughter of William Valentine Wright, of Alde 
House, Thornton-street, Clapham-park. 

Furron—NicuoLtson—Aug. 12, at the parish church, Whitby, 
Forrest Fulton, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to 
Sophie, eldest daughter of John B. Nicholson, of Whitby, 
Yorkshire. 

TockErR—Cox—aAug 12, at the parish church, Hove, William 
Tucker, of the Middle Temple, to Constance Susan, second 

. daughter of the late A. Z. Cox, of Herongate, and Harwood 

, in the county of Essex. 

Wixs—Stroppart—Aug. 12, at St. George’s, Hanover- 

square, Montague Sargenson Wilks, solicitor, of Coven- 
» to Averal Harriet, second daughter of George 
Best Stoddart, of South Shields, and Ormonde-terrace, N. W. 

Woorr—Gotpstucker—Aug. 12, at Gipsy Lodge, Gipsy- 
hill, Sidney Woolf, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Marie, widow of A. Goldstucker. 


DEATHS. 
Cooxr—Aug. 12, George Dowlman Cooke, of 17, Clapham- 
road, and Essex-street, Strand, solicitor, aged 37. 


Montacu—Aug. 11, Ernest Edgar Montagu, of the Inner 
Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 27. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Farpay, Aug 13, 1875, 
Mari, Robert Daniel, and John Bidlake, Wellington, Salop, Solicitors. 
Tuxspay, Aug 17, 1875. 


Woodward, John Hawkes, and George Ernest Hawkins, 103, Newhall 
» Birmingham, Attorneys and Solicitors, Aug 19] 





Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, Aug 13, 1875. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Bradford Tramw ays Company.—V.C. Bacon has, by an order dated 
June 5, appoin ted George Hargreaves, Bradford, and William Mason, 
Leeds, to be offi cial liquidators. Creditors are required, on or before 
Sept 30, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, Nov 1, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

LIMITED IN Caancury. 

Air Gag Light Company, Limited.—V.C. Hall has, by an order dated July 
24, arfpointed James Henry Thornton, Finsbury place south, tobe offi- 
cial lfquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Oct 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, t) the above, Tuesday, Nov 9, at 2, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts ana claims. 

Bradford West End Mill Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 30, to send their names and addresses, and the par« 
ticulars of their debts or claim3, to Henry Dickin, Bradford. Tues- 
day, Nov 36, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims. 

British Natic ial Insurance Corporation, Limited.—The M.R. has, by 
an order dated July 26, appointed James Waddell, Queen Victoria st, 
to be liquidator in the place ef Richard Jones and James Croston, 
who have been removed. 

Globe New Patent Iron and Steel Company, Limited.—The M.R. has 
by an order dated July 19, appointed 4 rthur Cooper, George st, 
Mansion House, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on 
or before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses, and the partier- 
lars of their debts or claims, to theabove. Saturday, Oct 39, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Hackney Newspaper Company, Limited.—The M.R, has, by an or er 
dated Aug 5, appointed Joseph John Saffery, Old Jewry chambers, 
to be official liquidator. Creditors are requirei, on or before Oct 
1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Friday, Oct 29, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Nassau Phosphate Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on cc 
before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Edward Downs, Moorgate st chambers. 
Morday, Nov8, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and ciaims. 

New Merrybent and Middleton Tyas Mining and Smelting Company, 
Limited.—Creditors a:e required, on or before Sept 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim’, to 
William Turquand, okenhouse yard. Redworth and Holdsworth, 
Bush lane, solicitors for the liquidator. 

Wolsingham Park Dinas and Fire Brick Mineral and Coal Company, 
Limited.—V.C. Bacon has, by an order dated June 30, appeint:d 
George Benson Monkhouse, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, to be offic‘al 
liquidator. 

Patent Riband Telegraph Post Company, Limited.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to David Smith, Brown <:, 
Manchester. Wednesday, Nuv 3, at 11, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

Sanitary Milk Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins has, by an order dated 
Aug 7, appointed James Marshall Upfill, Serjeants’ inn, Chancery 
lane, to be official liquidator. 

Turspay, Aug 17, 1875. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Anglo-Mexican Mint Company.—V.C. Hall has, by an order datad Aug 
9, appointed James Garland, Fiosbury place south, to be official 
liquidator. Creditors, and all persons holding scrip certificates, are 
required, on or before Dec 31, to send the r names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their deb’s or claims, to the above. Moaday, 
Jan 10, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and cloims. 

LiMiTED IN CHANCERY. 

Bradford West End Mill Company, Limited.~—V.C, Hall has, by an 
order dated June 17, appointed Henry Dickin, Bradford, to be otticial 
liguidator. 

Nassau Phosphate Company, Limited.—V.C. Hall has, by an order 
dated July 3°, appointed Edward Downs, Moorgate st chambers, to 
be official liquidator. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, Aug 13, 1875. 

Union Friendly Society, Rising Sun Inn, Buckland Monahorum, 

Devon. Aug 6 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Aug 13, 1875. 

Beveridge, Margaret, Strand. Oct 15. Chase v Brunton, V.C, Bacon. 
Paterson, Bouverie st, Fleet st 

Beveridge, Margaret, Strand. Nov 2. 

Bird, Rev Wiiliam, Crosby Garrett, Westmorland. Novy 3. 
Du Plan, M.R, 

Cross'ey, Charles, Halifax, York, Oct 9. Knowles v Crossley, V.C. 
Hall, Jubb, Halifax 

Dickson, William, Alnwick, Northumberland, Clerk of the Peace. Oct 
1. Dickson vy Dickson, M,R. Dickson, Alnwick 

Duncombe, Henry S:uart, New inn, Strand, Oct 29. MeMillin ¥ 
Duncombe, V.C. Malins. 

Elliott, James, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Cartman. Sept 30. Elliott ¥ 
Elliott, V.C. Hall. Pybus, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Elliott, Mary, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Sept 30. Elliott v Elliott, V.C. 
Hall, Pybus, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Gillott, Joseph, Birmingham, Steel Pen Maker, Oct 1. 
Gillott, M.R. Mitchell, Birmingham 

Grimshaw, Edmund, Lincoin’s inn, Barrister-at-Law. Oct 1. 
Shuttleworth v Murray, ¥.C. Malias. Russell, Bedford row 


Chase v Branton, V.C. Bacon. 
Grutcner v 


Perks ¥ 
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Herbert, Samuel, Seaton, Cumberland, Yeoman, Oct 1. Herbert v 
Herbert, V.C. Bacon, Hayton, Cockermouth 

Hough, James, Northenden, Chester, Innkeeper. Oct 1. Hough v 
Rankin, M.R. Hall and Son, Manchester 

Jack, Robert, Passy, near Paris. Nov 29. Jack v Hardirg, V.C. Hall. 
Deane and Co, South square, Gray’s inn 

Johnson, Sarah, Kenoington place. Oct 1, Johnson v Miller, M.R. 
Matthews, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lewis, John, Dorchester place, Esq. Oct 1. Ravencroft v Porcher, 
V.C. Hall. Hussey, New square, Lincola’s inn 

Lloyd, Devid, Halesworth, Suffolk, Banker. Oct 1. Hanbury v Day, 
V.C. Bacon. Hale, St Mildred’s court, Poultry 

McNulty, Charles, Middlesborough, York, Master Plasterer. Oct 1. 
McNulty v McNulty, V.C. Bacon, Wilke, Darlington 

Reason, Thomas, Sittingbourne, Kent, Farmer. Oct 9. Elvy v 
Harris, V.C. Hall. Hills, Sittingbourne 

Stansfield, John, Ewood, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Octl. Higley 
v Stansfield, V.C. Bacon. Holroyd and Smith, Halifax 

Stevens, Sarah. Gloucester rd, Croydon. Oct 1. Stevens v Gurney, V.C. 
Malins. Robins, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Thyer, Elmer, Elm terrace, North End, Fulbam, Oilman. Sept 20. 
Booth v Thyer, V.C. Baccn. Goldring, Southampton buildings, 
Chancery lane 

‘Watkins, John, Scardsdale villas, Kensington, Photographer. Sept 20. 
Watkins v Allison, V.C. Hall. Busbby, Mark lane 

Wilde, Amelia, Weston rd, Ealing. Sept 30. Wilde v Rogers, M.R. 
Crook, Fenchurch st 

ber Joseph, Leeds, Gent. Oct 1. Wood v Wocd, M.R. Latimer, 
Leeds 


Tuespay, Aug. 17, 1875. 


Cummins, Sarah, and Esther Cummins, Newent, Gloucester. Oct 29. 
Cummins v Poole, M.R. 

Dean, Robert, Peterborough, Northampton, Gent. March !. Welis 
v Row, V.C. Malins 

Gomme, James, Hammersmith, Ruilder. Oct 30. Gomme v Brown, 
V.C. Malins, 

Hogg, George Stelling, Shipley. York, Brick Manufacturer, Oct 1. 
Hogg v Hogg, V.C. Bacon. Robinson, Bradford 

Kershaw, James. Streatham, Surrey, Esq. Oct 15, Armitage v 
Elworthy, V.C. Malins, Rawle, Bedford row 

Sittingbourne and Sheerness Railway Company. Sept 29. Ward v 
The Sittingbourne Railway Company, V.C. Malins. Waddell, 
Mansion House chambers, Queen st 

Powell, Thomas, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Engineer. Sept 30. 
Powell v Powell, V.C. Hal!. Phillips, Brecon 

Pagh, Charles Vaughan, Plis Trenelig, Montgomery, Esq. Sept 30, 
Jones v Johnson, M.R. Harrison, Welshpool 

Rawlinson, William Sawrey, Daddon Hall, Cumberland, Esq. Oct 21, 
Rawlinson v Rawlinson, V.C. Hall. Johnston and Harrison, 
Raymond buildings, Gray’s ion 

Sheppard. Elizabeth, Plastow. Nov2. Rcuth v Howell. M.R. 

Smith, William, New cross rd, Deptford, Gent. Oct 1. Durham v 
Shute, V.C. Malins. Parker, Greenwich 

Steward, Rebeccx, Dorchester, Dorset. Oct 1. Steward v Templer, 
V.C. Hall. Perry, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tnuttell, Maria Ano, Heigham, Norwich. Sept 30. Danny v Grifin, 
MLR. Chittock, Norwich 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, Aug 13, 1875. 
Atkinson, Adam, Lorbottle House, Northumberland, Esq. 
Trotier and Co, Bishop Auckland 
Ball, Ann, Loughborough, Leicester. 
Loughborough 
Boldero (and not Bolders as erroneously printed in the last Gazette), 
Louisa, Portman square, Baker st, Sept 17. Woodall, Parliament 
st, Westminster 
Bratt, Josiah, New cross rd, Esq. Sept 30. Saw, Park terrace, 
Greenwich 
Bright, Henry Eustace, Norfolk crescent, Hyde patk. Dec 1. Young 
and Co, St Mildred’s court. Poultry 
Brooke, Kiizabeth, Bath. Novl. Burne and Rooke, Bath 
Brown, Hannah, Derby. Oct21. Shaw, Derby 
Barrow, Clarissa Augusta, Cumming st, Pentonville. Sept 17. Young 
and Sons, Mark lane 
Cane, George, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, General Dealer. Sept 
22. Bell and Co, Queen Victoria st 
Clark, John, Grove lane, Camberwell, Gent. Sept 29. Champions and 
Co, Ironmonger lane 
Docker, William, Birmingham, Glass Cutter. Sept 15. Saunders and 
Bradbury, Birmingham 
Holdforth, Mary, Clitton, Bristol. Aug28. Cooke and Sons, Bristol 
Holt, Robert, Liverpool, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Septll. Tyrer and 
Co, Liverpool 
Jacobs, Abraham, Trinity equare, Southwark, Esq. Sept 20. Sydney, 
Finsbury circus 
Mallibanc, Thomas, South Kilworth, Leicester, Farmer. Oct 18. 
Watson and Bsxter, Lutterworth 
Noble, James, Warwick gardens, Kensington, Architect. Oct II. 
Boodle and Partington, Davies st, Berkeley square 
Pears, Francis, Isleworth, Middlesex, Soap Refiner. Sept 16. Farnell 
and Briggs, Isleworth 
a Elizabeth, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Sept}. Postlethwaite, 
Whitehaven 
Rushton, Rev William, Brewood, Stafford, Clerk. Oct 1. Beetiestone, 
Snow hill, Dudley 
Sadler, William, Woodfield Clevedon, Somerset, Gent. Sept 11. 
Sweet and Burroughs, Bristol 
Sadler, William, Doncaster, York, Gent. Oct 1. Fisher, Doncaster 
Shelton, Mary, Longborough, Gloucester. Sept 29. Brookes and Son, 
Btow-on-the- Wold 
Iton, Samuel, Longborough, Gloucester, Farmer. Sept 29. 
Sept 30. Coode and 


Nov 1, 
Sept 29. Deane and Lickorish, 


Brookes and Son, Stow-on-the-Wold 
phens, Frederick, Hembal, Cornwall, Gent. 
Co, St Austell 





——_ 

== 

Thorneloe, George, Tamworth Castle, Warwick, Gent. Aug 3 
Thorneloe, Pedwardine, Brampton Bryan, Hereford L 

Walton, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Locksmith, Sept 4, 
Walker, Wolverhampton 

Wilson, Alfred William, Windsor, Berks, Licensed Victualler, Oct 1, 
Bartley and Co, Somerset st, Portman square 

Torspay, Aug 17, 1875. 

Abbott, Ann, Bedford, Leigh, Lancashire. Nov 12. Whitaker La. 
caster place, Strand ” 

Ashford, Ann, Bromley, Kent. Sept 12. Latter and Willett, Bromley 

Bailey, Thomas, Kempley, Gloucester, Farmer. Sept2t. Jones ani 
Richards, Gloucester 

Bryant, William, Ipswich, Suffolk, Corn Merchant. Oct 11. Tillet, 
and Co, Norwich 

Campbell, Sophia, Park rd, New cross. Septl4. Young and Sou, 
Mark lane 

Elkenton, Henry Hodges, Chalk Farmrd, Gent. Sept 30, Crow, 
Lancaster place, Stranfi 

Godson, Martha Louisa, Finchley rd, St John’s wood, Sept %, 
Broughton, Finsbury square 

Graham, George, Rockliff, Cumberland, Yeoman. Sept 6, Wann 
Carlisle 

Harris, Charles, Ilchester, Somerset, Gent. Oct 1. Tuson, Iicheste 

Hector, Alexander, Worcester park, Surrey, Esq. Nov. Smith ay 
Co, Craven st, Charing cross 

Herbert, William, Aston Upthorpe, Berks, Farmer, Oct 30. Hodge, 
and Co, Wallingford 

Huntingdon, Thomas, Liverpool, Flour Dealer. Sept 15. Toulmig 
and Co, Liverpool 

Johnson, Maria, Clyde rd, Tottenham, Aug 28. Neal, Pianer’s Hal, 
Old Broad st 

Langton, William Bartlett, Rye hill villas, Peckham rye, Esq, Sept 
15. Smith, Great St Helen’s 

Paddison, Charles, Louth, Lincoln, Gent. Sept 15. Bell, Louth 

Philippart, Sir John, College House, Hammersmith. Sept 23. Bop 
ner and Calthrop, Spalding 

Reid, Louisa Margaret, Ennismore gardens, Codicote, Herts. Sept 2, 

wWalker and Martinean, King’s rd, Gray’s inn 

Rooker, Miebae! Marshall, Ashton-upon-Mersey, Cheshire, Gent. Oct 
14. Atkinson and Co, Manchester 

Saunders, Lucy, Southport, Lancashire. Oct 14. Atkinson and Cy, 
Manchester 

Smith, James, Stockwell rd,Gent. Sept15. Smith, Great St Helens 

Wiliiamson, James Henry, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Licensd 
Victualler. Sept 39, Glynes and Co, Mark lane 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Aug. 13, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Byas, William Edward, Leyton, Essex, Solicitor’s Clerk. Pet Aug 9, 
Hazlitt. Aug 27 atll 
Emerson, Arbuthnot Macaulay, Cambridge st, Pimlico. Pet Aug 10, 
Murray. Aug 27 atl 
Kirke, Cyrus Baker, Lime st, Wine Merchant, Pet Aug 10. Hazlitt, 
Aug 27 at 12 ' 
Shand, Charles, Alexander Shand, and Ralph Abram Robinson, Roo 
lane, Merchants, Pet Aug !2, Hazlitt. Aug 30 at ll 
Sims, John, South st, Finsbury, Cotton Goods Merchant. Pet Aug ll, 
Murray. Sept 2 at ll 
Ullett, Robert Bantham, Upper Bedford place, Russell square, no 0 
cupation, Pet Aug 12. Murray. Sept 2 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Aldridge, Thomas, Fisherton,:\Nottingham, Cattle Salesman. Pet Aug 
10. Patchitt. Nottingham, Aug 24 at 3 

Ferguson, Rob-rt, Altrincham, Cheshire, Dyer. Pet Aug 9. Kay, 
Manchester, Aug 26 at 9.30 

Gilbert, Edmund Colin, Penkridge, Staffurd, Auctioneer. Pet Aug Il. 
Spilsbury. Stafford, Aug 31 at 12 

Hardwick, George, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham, Cotton Doubler. 
Pet Aug9. Patchitt. Nottingham, Aug 24 at 12 

Lang, James, Leicester, Pianoforte Dealer. Pet Aug 11. Ingram 
Leicester, Aug 24 at 12 

Loungren, Lauritz Philip, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Timber Merchant. 
Pet Aug 10. Mortimer. Newcastle, Aug 24 at 12 

Maw, James, and Thomas Vessey, Pickering, York, Farmers. Pet Aug 
10. Woodall. Scarborough, Aug 24 at3 t 

Taylor, Walter, Stroud, Gloucester, Plasterer. Pet Aug lI, Wiltou 
Gloucester, Aug 30 at 11 


Togspay, Aug 17, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Ball, Alexander John, Percy rd, Shepherd’s bush, no occupation. Pet 
Aug 14. Murray. Sept 3 at 12.30 
Bryant, George, Bedford st, Covent garden, Grocer. Pet Aug !% 
Murray. Sept 2 at 1 
Goldsmid, Albert Aaron, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Fancy Goods 
Dealer, Pet Aug 14. Murray, Sept 3 at 11 
o_.* : | » King William st, Merchant, Pet Aug13. Hazlitt. 
pt9a 
——o Newman, Old Kent rd, Currier, Pet Augi4. Murray. 
ts at l2 
Stalliorass, Clements James, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Baker. Pet 
Augi4. Murray. Sept 3 at 11.30. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Ashby, Luke, Frizinghall, York, Stuff Salesman. Pet Aug 13, Robitl- 
son. Bradford, Aug 31 at 10 ; 
De Metz, Augustus, Aintree, Lancashire. Pet Aug 13. Hime. Liver- 
pool, Aug 30 at 2 
Leader, Matthew, Barslem, Stafford, Earthenware Decorator. Pet 
Aug 9. Challinor. Hanley, Aug 30 at 11 
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William, Ilkeston, Derby, Draper. Pet Aug 14. Weller. Derby. 
12 
91% iam, Newhaven, Sussex, Blackamith. Pet Aug 13. Blaker. 


Avg 27 at 11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fripay, Aug. 18, 1875. 


0, Christopher, Bermondssy st, Southwark, Warehouseman. 







Aug 10 Tussay, Aug 17, 1875. 
ier, George, Brighton, Sussex, Engineer’s Clerk, Aug 10 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipar, Aug 13, 1875. 
, James, Manchester, Draper. Aug 27 at 12 at offices of 
and Poole, Norfolk st, Manchester 
ign, Susanna, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Currier. Aug 26 at 2 at offices 
@{ Norse and Derry, St James st, King’s Lynn 
Emanuel, Oldtury, Worcester, Rag Gatherer. Aug 27 at IL at 



















Sept % MF the Waggon and Horses Inn, Church st, Oldbury. Smith, Brade’s 
village, Uidbury 
Wann miley, Rowland Glegg, Birmingham, Jews’ Harp Manufacturer. 





Aug 27 at 3 at uftices of Lowe, Tempie st, Birmingham 

» Iichesty Mitrrsise, James, Gore rd, Victoria park, Baker. Aug 23 at 3 at offices of 
, Bow st, Covent garden 

ren, John, Darlington, Durham, Grocer. Aug 27 at 11 at offices of 




































. Hodges hills, Conisclifferd, Darlington 
see Tames Smith, Bishopsteignton, Devon,Gent. Aug 25 at 11 at 
Toulmig HF offices of Templer, Catherine terrace, Teignmouth 
Chumberlain, Richard, Wigan, Lancashire, Plumber, Aug 30 at 11 at 
er’s Hall, gfices of Wall, Clarence chambers, Waligate, Wigan 
Curke, Thomas, Ipsley, Warwick, Needle Manufacturer. Aug 25 at 
qe Sept li atoftices of Richards, William st, Redditch 
Cooper, Thomas, South st, Stockwell, Florist, Aug 23 at 3 at offices of 
ith Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 
. Bon |, Randall, Red Lion square, Holborn, Sponge Merchant, Aug 
43 at 2at offices of Terry, King st, Cheapside 
Sept 29, Dae, Jobn Thomas, Pontrhydyfen, Glamorgan, Grocer. Sept 2 at 2 at 
ofices of Brittain and Co, Small st, Bristol. Curtis, Neath 
nt. Oct MM Davies, Richard Lloyd, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug 27 at 3 at 
offices of Wocdward, Wind st, Swansea 
and Cy, Dolphin, John, Hurst, York, Grocer, Aug 28 at 12 at offices of Robin- 
wa, Richmond, York 
; Helen's Downing, Henry, Richard Jones, and William Carrell, West Har tlepoo!, 
sicensed stem, seiner, Aug 30 at 12 at offices of Todd, Church st, West 
Hartlepoo 
Duke, John, Sheffield, Printer. Aug 26 at 12 at offices of Smith, Nor- 
folk st, Sheffield. Stacey 
Duet, Emmanuel, Superintendent at the Criterion, Regent’s circus, 
Avg 26 at 3 at offices of Salaman, King st, Cheapside 
Taney, Arthur, Montague rd east, Dalston, Railway Clerk, Aug 25 at 
- ll at offices of Russel, Coleman st 
. awards, John, Waterloo ville, Hants, Builder. Aug 27 at 4 at offices 
of King, North st, Portsea 
hug 9, Bilis, Thomas, Shetfield, Grocer. Aug 27 at 11 at offices of Rodgers and 
Co, Bank st, Sheffield 
ug 10, Embill, Micah, Manchester, Nankeen Manufacturer. Sept 1 at 3 at 
ofices of Graudy, Oxford st, Bolton 
‘azlitt, Tarnow, Charles, Catfield, Norfolk, Grocer. Aug 25 at 3 at offices of 
, Sadd and Linay, Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 
» Rood James, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Draper. Avg 25 at 12 at offices 
of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastie-upor-Tyne 
g ll, Towler, George, Ledbury rd, Bayswater, Cheesemonger. Aug 23 at 10 
st offices of Kisch and Co, Cannon st 
0 O¢- Garratt, Alfred, Great Dritfield, York, Watch Maker, Sept 6 at 2 at 
offices of Jennings, Great Driffield 
Gibbs, Alexander, Bedford square, Stained Glass Manufacturer. Aug 24 
4 2 at offices of Kisch and Co, Cannon st 
Aug Gover, John, West Bromwich, Stafford, out of business. Aug 27 at 12 
at offices ot Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 
cay Greenwood, Joseph, Calverly, near Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Aug 27 
at3 at offices of Ward and Son, Bank st, Leeds 
Il, Griffiths, John, Pentrebach, Cardigan, Tailor. Aug 25 at 12 at offices of 
Hughes and son, North parade, Aberystwith 
ler, filam, Alfred, Birmingham, Accountant’s Clerk. Aug 20 at 11 at offices 


of Blewitt, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
a0, Harper, John, Bristol, Millwright, Aug 21 at 11 at offices of Essery, 
The Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Daniel, Lampeter Velfrey, Pembroke, Farmer. Aug 24 at Il 
at offices of Howell, Park st, Lianeliy 
» Thomas, and Thomas Sharples, Blackbura, Lancashire, Wine 
Merchants. Aug 27 at 2 at offices ot Holland, Northgate, Blackburn 
Heatley, Joseph, Middlesborough, York,Grocer. Aug 30 at 11 at offices 
of Allan snd Davies, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
James Vincent, Phipps st, Curtain rd, Leather Merchant. Aug 
80 at 3 at offices of Beard and Son, Basinghall st 
ton, John, Manchester, Boot Manufacturer, Aug 26 at 3 at 
offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Harriette, Priory rd, Kilburn, Schoolmistress. Aug 27 at 2 at 
offices of Hamlin, Staple inn, Holbora 
reys, Benjamin, Birmingham, Chair Maker. Aug 25 at 12 at 
offices of Ladbary, Birmingham 
Jacobs, George, and Albert Samuel, Kingston-unon-Hull, Hardware 
Dealers, Aug 23 at | at offices of Torry, Cogau’s chambers, Bowl- 
alley lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
= William, Chetnole, Dorset, Boot Maker. Aug 25 at 11 at offices 
} on ‘atts, Yeovil 


















e0vl! 
Thomas, Birmingham, Engineer. Aug 27 at 12 at the Great 
éstern Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham. Jelf, Birmingham 
John, Bilston, Stafford, Provision Dealer. Aug 24 at 11 at the 
8 Arms Inn, Wellington st, Bilston. Ratcliffe, Bilston 
King, Henry, Hastings, Sussex, Builder. Aug 25 at 11 at offices of 
Evans and Eagles, John st, Bedford row 
Ting, Thomas, Hastings, Sussex, Builder. Aug 25 at 12 at the Have 
leek Hotel, Hastings. Cammack, Hastings 
Lane, David, Birstal, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Sept 1 at 2.80 at the 
Prospect Inn, Morley, Ferns, Bank st, Leeds 








Lee, Lewis, Tiverton, Devon, Tin Plite Worker. Sept 3 at 1 at offices of 
Fryer, Exeter 

Levy, Morris Laurence, Birmingham, Jeweller. Aug 25 at 12 at 
offices of Saundersand Bradbury, Temple row, Birmingham 

Lewis, Titus, Llantwitfardre, Glamorgan, Liceased Victualler. Aug 26 
ab 12 at offices 91 Rosser, Post Office chambers, Pontypridd 

Little, Andrew, Cheitenham, Gloucester, Livery Stable Keeper. Aug 
28 at 10 at offices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Lynch, Henry Patr.ck, Neweastle-upon-T yne, Tobacconist. Aug 25 at 
2 at offices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-fyne 

Macdonnell, Frederick Cav-ndish, Liverpool, Commission Agent. Aug 
27 at 3 at offices of Barrel! and Rodway, Commerce court, Lord st, 
Liverpool 

Machen, Charles William, Sheffield, York, Steel Merchant. Aug 23 at 
2.30 at the Albert Hull, Fargate, Sneifiszid. Broomhead and Co, 
Shettield 

McEvoy, James, Manchester, Commarcial Traveller. Aug 30 at ll at 
ctfices of Horner, Old Corn Exchange, Hanging ditch, Manchester 

Mead, William, Earl st, Seven dials, Butcher. Aug 2l at 11 at offices 
of Willis, St Martin’s court, Leicester square 

Mellor, James, Manchester, Silk Tie Manufacturer. Aug 25 at 3 at the 
Macclesfield Arms Hotel, Macclestield. Bates 

Merrilees, John Charles, Liverpool, Dental 3irzgeon. Aug 27 at 3 a6 
the Clarendon Rooms, Suuth Johan st, Liverpool. Parker, Livere 


poo! 

Morgan, Walter James Silvanus, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Builder. Aug 
30 at 2 at offices of Jones, Eidon chambers, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Moas, William, Stockport, Cheshire, Joiner. Aug 25 at 3 at offices of 
March and Coppock, Vernon st, Stoskport 

Mullen, Michael, Wigan, Lancashire, shopkeeper. Aug 26 at 2 at 
offices of Wood, King st, Wigan 

O’Riley, John Thomas, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Fishmonger. Aug 
30 at 2 at offices of Wilson, Guild st, Burton-on-Trent 

Patchett, Charles Hawley, Sunderland, Durham, Baker. Aug 27 at3 
at offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Powell, Robert, Shotley, Suffolk, Manager to a Brick Maker. Sept4 at 
3 at offices of Hill, St Nicholas st, Ipswich 

Prees, George, Swansea, Glamorgan, Dairyman, Aug 23 at 3 at 
offices of Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 

Pughe, Evan Robert, Towyn, Merioneth, Hotel Keeper. Aug 24at 12 
at the Corbett Arms Hotel, Towyn. Hughes and Son, Aberystwith 

Pulufer, Ebenezer, Nottingham, Watch Maker, Aug 21 at 12 at offices 
of Biight, jun, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Olsen, Terje, and Charles Henry Donner, Kingston-upon-Hul!l, Ship 
brokers. Aug 24 at 3 at offices of Cariilland Barkinshaw, Parlia- 
ment st, Kingstun-upon-Huil. Moss and Co 

Proctor, Edward, Ship Tavern passage, Graczcaurch st, Greengrocar. 
Aug 30 at 2 at offices of Barker, St Michael’s House, St Michael’s 
alley, Cornhill 

Reed, Thomas, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Plumber. Aug 27 at 12 a6 
The Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Gross 

Rigby, Henry, Warrington, Lancashire, Copper Worker. Aug 30at 3 
at offices of Boyle, Cairo st chambers, Warrington 

Riley, George, aud John Henry Riley, Liversedge, York, Yarn 
Spinners. Aug 24 at 11 at offices of Curry, Cleckheaton 

Robinson, Edward, Newbury, Berks, Boot Maker. Aug 25 at 1 at the 
Wheatsheaf Hotel, Reading. Lucas, Newbury 

Shears, Jobn, Cannon st rd, Boot Manufacturer. Aug 25 at 2 at offices 
of Rogers, Circus place, Finsbury circus, Chalk, Moorgate st 

Slater, William, sen, and Wiliiam Slater, jun, Manchester, Manufac- 
turers’ Agents. Aug 26 at 11 atoffices of Addleshaw and Warburton, 
King st, Manchester ’ 

Smith, William, Great St Andrew’s st, Bloomsbury, Clothier. Aug 26 
at 11 at offices of Willis, St Martin’s court, Leicester square 

Snape, Thomas, Hulme, Policeman, Aug 25at 3 at offives of Dawson, 
Ridgefield, Manchester 

Tebbutt, Samuel, Leicester, Schoolmaster. Aug 25 at 3 at offices of 
Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Tily, Edward Hutchins, Malvern Link, Worcester, Ale Dealer. Aug 
26 at 12 at effices of Tree, Avenue cross, Worcester 

Totterdell, Charles Joseph, Rowley Regis, near Dudley, Worcester, 
Brick Manufacturer. Aug 23 at 12 at the Dudley Arms Hotel, High 
st, Dudley. Saunders and Bradbury, Birmingham 

Turner, Henry, jun, Attleborough, Warwick, Elastic Web Mannufac- 
turer. Aug 31 at 2 at the Newdegate Arms Hotel, Nuneaton. 
Hughes, Coventry 

Valentine, John, Manchester, Miller. Aug 27 at 1: at offices of Jones, 
Princess st, Manchester e 

Walker, William, Cnristopher Crouch, and Bengt Magnus Lindwall, 
Railway place, Fenchurch st, Ship Builders, Aug 27 at 12 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Flux and Co, East India avenue 

Walter, Alfred, Birmingham, Attorney. Sept 3 at 3 at offices of Kow- 
lands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Wharton, James, Hulme, Lancashire, Egg Dealer, Aug 26 at 3 at 
offices of Marriott aad Woodhall, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Wilkinson, Henry George, Sandbach, Cheshirs, Chair Maker. Aug 27 
at 3 at otfices of Kemer, Sandbach 

Wilson, William, Jarrow, Durham, Metal Merchant. Aug 24 at 2 at 
Ottices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upoa-Lyne 

Wood, John, Thomas Wood, and Robert Wood, New Radford, Notting- 
ham, Jacquard Makers. Aug 27 at 12 at offices of Belk, Middle pave~ 
ment, Nottingham 

Yeoman, Alice, and Robert Bell, Sunderland, Durham, Ale Merchants, 
Aug 25 at 3 at offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Yorke, Anue, Twickenh Middi Aug 23 at 12 at offices of Pres- 
ton, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Toespay, Aug. 17, 1875. 

Armstrong, George Pulling. Bristol, Provision Merchant, Aug3$l at 2 
at offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Salmon and 
Henderson, Bris tol 

Ashworth, Tnoomas, Rochdale, Lancashire, General Agent. Aug 31 at 
12 at ottices of Ashworth, Yorkshire st, Rochdale 

Atkinson, Thomas, jun, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Draper. Aug 27 
at 11 at offices of Stratton and Rudiand, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Ayres, James William, Park terrace, East Greeawi ch, tor f 
Medicine. Sept 2 at 2 at offices of Scard aud Son, Gracechurcl st 

Banner, James Robert, Moorgate st, no occup ation. Aug 30 at 12 at 
offices of Plunkett, Gutter lane 
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Batty, Isabella, Regent st, Restaurant Keeper. 
Boyce and Ridley, Abchurch lane 
Bayliss, Thomas Henry, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. Aug 26 at 10.30 
at offices of Webb and Spencer, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Bayne, Donald Chisholm, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper, Aug 30 
at 2 at offices of Williams aud Co, The Exchange, Bristol. Brittan 
and Co, Bristol 
Beckett, John, Ashton, Cheshire, Farmer. Aug 27 at 8 at offices of 
Linaker, Main st, Frodsham 
Berger, Seligh, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Glazier. Aug 27 at offices 
of Joel, Newgare st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, in liea of the place 
originally named 
Brain, Thomas, Kingsclere, Hants, Tanner. 
of Ager, Barnard’s inn, Holdorn. 
commons 
Brown, Edward, Middlesborough, York, Painter. Aug 23 at 3 at 
offices of Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Caseley, John, Rodney Stroke, Somerset, Cattle Dealer. Aug 28at1 
at the Swan Hotel, Wells. Elletson, Bristol 
Caspers, Charles, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Aug 30 at 12 at 
Oliver and Botterell, John st, Sunderland 
Compton, Elizabeth, Bath, Dress Maker. Sept 1 at 12 at offices of 
Perrin, Small st, Bristol 
D’Anzel, Jules, Lancaster rd, Westbourne park, Commission Agent. 
Aug 30 at 12 at offices of Wainscot, Union st, Portsea. ‘Lawes 
Davies, John, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Builder. Aug 31 at 12 at offices 
of Beddoe, Canon st, Aberdare 
Davies, William Griffith, Maesteg, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug 30 at 2 
at offices of Barnard and Co, Crockherbtowa, Cardiff 
Eland, John Hugh Nottingham, York, Commission Agent. Sept 3 at 
3 at offices ot Dale, Museum st, Yor 
Emery, Thomas, Allen terrace, Hamilton rd, Lower Norwood, Builder. 
Aug 24 at 3 at offices of Godfrey, Gresham buildings, Guildhall 
Evans, Thomas, Tredegar, Monmouth, Grcver. Aug 31 at 2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Shepard, Tredegar 
Fish, John, Wombwell, near Barnsley, York, Shopkeeper. Sept4 at!1 
at the Coach and Horses Hotel, Barnsley. Freeman, Pitt st, Barnsley 
Gilbert, Samue}. Litchurch, Derby, Compositor. Aug 27 at 3 at offices 
of Briggs. Full st, Derby 
Godolphin, Richard, Richmond rd, Barnsbury, Broker. Sept 1 at 2 at 
offices of Bastard, Brabant court, Philpos lane 
Haider, Charles Frank, Upper Tol lington rd, Holloway, Jeweller. Aug 
26 at 3 at offices of Lewis, Hatton garden, Holborn 
Hallworth, John, Manchester, Smallware Agent. Sept 1 at 4 at offices 
of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Heald, Joseph, William Mathwin, Francis Brichta, and William 
MeAllum, Billiter st, Ship Brokers. Ang 30. at 11 at the London 
Tavern, Bishopsgate st. Stocken and Jupp, Lime st square 
Hitchcock, Robert Wells, Wing, Rutland, Innkeeper. Aug 31 at 1 at 
the Crown Hotel, High st, Oakham, Stapleton, Stamford 
Jeffreys, John, Long Stratton, Norfolk, Smith. Sept 3 at 3 at offices of 
Sadd and Linay, Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 
Jenkins, John, Brynmawr, Brecon, Iankeeper. Aug 28 at 12 at offices 
of Browne, Market chambers, Brynmawr 
Kirk, William Irving, Preston, Lancashire, Draper. Seps 3 at 2 at 
offices of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston 
Lambert, Thomas, Rotherham, York, Commission Agent. Aug 27 at 2 
at the Ship Hotel, Rotherham. Oxiey and Pashley 
Levy, Elias, Manchester, Tailor. Aug 30 at 3 at offices of Duckworth, 
Brown st, Manchester 
Mackay, Henry, South stockton, York, Medical Practitioner. Aug 26 
at 4 at offices of Dodds and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Mackintosh, Thomas, Great Stanmore, Middlesex, Plumber. Aug 26 at 
4 at the George Hotel, St Alban’s. Annesley 
Marr, John Jackson, and Alfred Bradstock Robertson, Liverpool, 
Opticians. Sept 7 at 3 at oftices of Evans and Lockett, Commerce 
chambers, Lord st, Liverpool 
Marshall, John, James Marshall, and Joseph Marshall, Bolton, Lan- 
cashire, Tailors. Sept 3 at 3 asthe Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, 
Manchester. Dowling, Bolton 
Maunders, James Richard, Bramley rd, Notting hill, Laundryman. 
Sept 3 at 3 at the Plough Tavern, Beaufort buildings, Strand. 
Parkes 
May, John Horne, Bathford, Somerset, Baker. Aug 28 at 11.30 at 
offices of Wilton, Westgate buildings, Bath 
Mays, William Jobn, ‘!'hrapston, Northampton, Fellmonger. Sept 9 at 
12 at offices of Richardson and Son, Oundle 
Mitchell, Christopher, Birmingham, Brass Cock Manufacturer. 
26 at 12 at offices of faliows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Moore, George, Birmingham, Baker, Sept 1 at 12 at offices of Fallows, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 
Mote, Fordham, Marci, Cambridge, Imp!ement Maker. Aug 26 at 11 
at offices of Ollard, York row, Wisbech 
Nichols, James, and James Duncan Newman, Laurence Pountney lane, 
Merchants. Aug 28 at 11 at offices of Snell and Co, Cheapside. Low- 
less and Co, Martin’s Jane, Cannon st 
Osborne, William Joseph,and George Hardy, Cannon st, Warehouse- 
men. Aug 25at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Mason, Gresham st 
Pattison, David, Middlesborough, York, Tailor, Sept 1 at 3 at offices of 
Addenbrooke, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
Peters, David, Muesycwmmer, Monmouth, Spinner. Aug 28 at 1 at 
Offices of Simons and Piews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Pitt, George, Walsall, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper, Aug 30 at 11 at 
offices of Duignan and Co, The Bridge, Walsall 
Pratt, Middleton, and James Lancaster, Rastrick, Halifax, York, 
Engineers. Sept 1 at 3 at offices of Clough and Sons, Market st, 
Huddersfield 
Prior, William, Salmon’s lane, Limehouse, Oilman. Aug 27 at 3 at 
offices of Watson, Guildhall yard 
Ratsey, Richard Stephens, Winchester, Millingr, Aug 30 at 11 at 
offices of Bailey and White, Jewry st, Winchester 
Reynolds, John, Windsor, Berks, Riding Master. Sept3 at 2 at offices 
of Scard and Son, Gracechurenh st 
Sackett, William. Richmond rd, West Brompton, Greengrocer. 
at 8 at the Bell and Anchor Hotel, West Kensington gardens 
Savage, Edward, and William Ernest Ffrench, Birmingham, 
Japanners, Aug 27 at 11 at offices of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birming- 
am 


Aug 30 at 2 at offices of 


Sept 8 at 11 at offices 
Harrison, Godliman st, Doctors’ 


Aug 


Aug 26 






Schwenk, Philipp. Trafalear rd, East Greenwich, Journeymay 
Aug 25 at 3at the Swau Tavern, Great Dover st, Southwark, 
Trinity st, Southwark 

Shaw, James, Manchester. Sept dat3 atthe Old Swan Hotel, 
st, Manchester. Tremewen, Manchester 

Shaw, John, Manchester, Coal Merchant. Sept 1 at 4 at offices o 
Lower King st, Manchester 

Sisson, Moses, Ilkeston, Derby, Miner. Sept 4 at 3 at offices y 
sons, Eldon chambers, Wheelergate, Nottingham 

Smith, Charles, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Commission Agent, 
25 atSat the Lamb Inn, Ashby-de-!a-Zouch. Smith, Bury 





Trent write 
Smith, William Thomas, Leeds, Ironfounder. Aug 27 at 11 at offs TC 
Hick and Jones, Cookridge st, Leeds yor 
Spencelangh, Thomas, Middlesborongh, York, Driper’s Assists] Jour 

Sept 1 at 11 at offices of Adden»rooke, Zetland rd. Middlesbo THI 
Stanlake, Thomas Sainuel, Queenborough, Kent, Engineer RN, 
31 at 12.30 at offices of Copland, Sheerness, Kent —_ 


Stead, George, Ditton, Lancashire, out of business. Aug 30 aty 
offices of Etty, Lord +t, Liverpool 

Sykes, Thomas, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Plastorer. Aug 27 ty 
offices of Brown and Ainsworth, Market place, Stockport 

Taylor, Joseph George, Birmingham, Grocer. Aug 27 at 12 at of 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Taylor, William Henry, Western rd, Wood green common, Journe 
Joiner, Aug 31 at 3 at offices of Moss, Winchester Hons, ¢ 
Broad st 

Teale, George, Morley, near Leeds, Grease Manufacturer. Aug jy 
at offices of Hardwick, Boar lane, Leeds 

Truby, Henry, Ricester, Oxford, General Dealer. Aug 26 at 2 ato 
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Rec 

of Berridge, Duke st, Manchester square + int | 
Walker, Thomas, Kingston-upon-Huli, Provision Merchant. Augy youn 

2 at offices of Laverack, County buildings, Kingston-upon-Hull tion 0 











Webster, John, Leicester, out of business. 
Fowler and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 

Whitlock, Thomas Lee, and Arthur James Dadson, Cannon 
Merchanis, Aug 31 at2 at 145, Cheapside. Charlton and Cu 
Brabant court, Philpot lane 

Winter, Edward, and Henry Harvey, Oxford st, Upholsterers. Aug® 


Aug 31 at 3 at offity 


















































2 at offices of Banes, Basinghall st, Mason, North buildings, evils, 
bury tage: 
Woodbridge, Charles, St John’s st, West Smithfield, Licensed Victtalig 
Aug 25 ut 12 at offices of Saunders and Co, King st, Cheapside mall 
Wright, Benjamin, Goole, York, Tailor. Aug 30 at 11 at the Lowi pom 
Hotel, Goole. Green, Howden tl 
Wright, Joseph, and William Holdren Wright, Norwich, Plan as 





Sept 2 at 12 at offices of Miller and Co, Bank chambers, Norwich 


























T,AUNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant ite 
& ofthe Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressive tar 
apon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremeiy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, wig 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepatd 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed al 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Companyalt 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all pat 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Offies 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


Wi? on 
ROBE way MAKERS. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bent, 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO. 

CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


——— 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 


, 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
‘ LONDO 
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Every description of Printing. 
















Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 

Appeals Prospectuses 

Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 

Books Newspapers 

Pamphlets Circulars 

Reports Posters 

Rules Handbills, &c., &c. 
ne 

ARR’S, 265, STRAND.- 





Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c., 13. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s, and 2s. 6a. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the joint 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be anne 
with half a bottle for ashilling.”—All the Year Round, June 18, 1664 
page 400, 

The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms is 














London, Dinners(from the joint), vegetables, &¢., 1s, 6d, 





